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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 26, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
SuscomMitrse on Pustic Roaps or THE 
ComMitree oN Pustic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
412, Senate Office Building, Senator Pat McNamara (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators McNamara, Kerr, Randolph, Muskie, Moss, 
Cooper, and Martin. 

Also present: Senator Eugene J. McCarthy and Senator Francis 
Case, of South Dakota. 

Irving E. Moore, chief clerk; Rodney F. Moulton, Theo W. Sneed, 
John L. Mutz, Eloise Porter, and Frances T. Clark, of the committee 
staff. 

Senator McNamara. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Gentlemen, as most of you know, this subcommittee for several years 
has held annual hearings on the progress being made on construction 
of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, as well 
as projects on the Federal-aid primary and secondary systems, the 
extension of these systems in the urban areas, and the progress being 
made on forest highways and forest development roads and trails. 

Primarily, our interest is in the status of the Interstate System and 
the condition of the highway trust fund. 

The hearing scheduled today is the first of a series of hearings to 
be held by this subcommittee on the progress being made on the high- 
way program, problems encountered thus far, and the recommenda- 
tions, if any, from interested groups as to how these problems can 
be solved. 

We intended, as we have in the past, to lead off with the Secretary 
of Commerce. However, the Secretary has been called out of town 
on some other pressing business, and has asked that he be allowed to 
appear at a later date. We expect to hear from him in the near future. 

We will also hear from State highway commissioners and highway 
officials, Governors, representatives of roadbuilding associations, labor 
organizations, and others who are interested in the highway program. 

I understand that we have Mr. John Allen, Jr., the Under Secre- 
tary of Commerce for Transportation, here with us this morning. 
Mr. Allen, are you appearing on behalf of the Secretary ? 

Mr. Auten. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I am. 

Senator McNamara. We will be glad to hear you at this time, unless 
there is objection on the part of the subcommittee. 

If there is no objection, you may proceed, sir, in your own manner. 


2 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN J. ALLEN, JR., UNDER SECRETARY OF Com. 
MERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION; ACCOMPANIED BY BERTRAM Pp, 
TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR; ROBERT J, 
DODDS, JR., GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
AND CLIFTON W. ENFIELD, GENERAL COUNSEL, BUREAU oF 
PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, I express the regrets of Secretary Strauss 
that he was unable to be present at this hearing, and I appear at his 
suggestion and request. 

I have with me Mr. Dodds, the Chief Counsel of the Department of 
Commerce, and Mr. Tallamy, the Federal Highway Administrator, 
Ihave a short statement which I would like to read. 

Senator McNamara. Go right ahead, sir. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appre. 
ciate this opportunity to appear before your committee and comment 
on the progress being made in the construction of the National System 
of Interstate and Defense Highways, the so-called Interstate System, 
Your chairman has requested that we also advise you concerning esti- 
mates as to future progress, the status of the highway trust fund, 
receipts and expenditures, State apportionments, and any problems 
which we may have encountered thus far, together with any recom- 
mendations which we may care to make. 

As you know, the Secretary of Commerce submitted to the Congress 
on February 1, 1959, a report on the progress made in attaining certain 
objectives concerning the Federal-aid highway program. 

This report showed that by December 31, 1958, construction had 
been completed or was underway on 11,463 miles, or 28 percent of 
the 41,000-mile Interstate System. Most of the mileage will be ace- 
quate for present traffic when construction now underway is com- 
pleted. Right-of-way acquisition and survey and design work were 
completed, underway, or authorized on an additional 16,843 miles, 
or 41 percent of the total. A total of $4.7 billion of Federal-aid inter- 
state funds has been expended or obligated on this mileage. Of this 
total $3.7 billion was applied to construction, and $1 billion to right- 
of-way acquisition and survey and design. 

Mr. Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal Highway Administrator, will 
provide you with greater detail concerning the progress which is being 
made in completion of the Interstate System. However, I should like 
to say that measured in terms of funds obligated for actual construc- 
tion and the necessary preliminary steps, the interstate program is on 
schedule nationally. The States which have been behind the national 
average in the obligation of interstate funds are now at the point of 
closing the gap, and it is reasonable to assume that they will accelerate 
their programs considerably in this calendar year. Satisfactory prog- 
ress is also being made in the improvement of the Federal-aid primary 
and secondary highway systems, and their urban extensions, known as 
the ABC program. 

As you know, the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 established a 
highway trust fund, and this trust fund has been the depository for 
revenues from the Federal motor fuel taxes and certain other Federal 
taxes on highway users. It is from these receipts that expenditures 
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have been made for the Federal share of the costs of the Federal-aid 
highway projects. 

Revenues accruing to the highway trust fund during the last 2 
fiscal years have totaled $3.526 billion, slightly more than the original 
estimates. On December 31, 1958, there was a balance of $526 million 
in the trust fund. However, expenditures are expected to exceed 
revenues during each of the fiscal years 1959 and 1960. Conse- 
quently, the surplus will be fully expended during fiscal year 1960, 
and a deficit is anticipated by the end of that year unless additional 
revenues are provided. This deficit, which results from increased 
authorizations in 1958 and suspension of statutory provisions limiting 
expenditures to estimated trust fund receipts, without providing for 
additional revenues, will amount to about $241 million by the end of 
fiscal year 1960, and about $2.2 billion by the end of 1962. 

Because of the provisions of section 209(g) of the Highway Revenue 
Act of 1956 it will be necessary, unless additional funds are made 
available, to forego completely any apportionment of interstate funds 
during the calendar year 1959, for the fiscal year 1961, and the appor- 
tionment during the calendar year 1960, for the fiscal year 1962, 
would amount to only $500 million. Thereafter, interstate appor- 
tionments would amount to $1.7 or $1.8 billion annually, or about 
three-fourths the annual amount authorized by statute. These figures 
are subject to any revisions that may be required by the report on 
the status of the highway trust fund to be made by the Secretary 
of the Treasury on March 1, 1959. 

Thus, in order to provide additional funds needed for financing 
the highway program during the fiscal years 1960 and 1961, and to 
permit apportionment of the full amounts authorized to be appro- 
priated for the Interstate System for the fiscal years 1961 and 1962, 
without waiving the provisions of section 209(g), the President 
recommended in his 1960 budget message that motor fuel taxes be 
temporarily increased by 1.5 cents per gallon, such increase to become 
effective July 1, 1959, and to remain in effect through fiscal year 1964. 

It is apparent that the major handicap to prompt completion of 
the Interstate System as called for in the policy declaration in the 
Federal-aid highway laws is one of finance. However, this De- 
partment believes that additional funds should not be obtained by 
taking moneys from the general fund, but rather should be obtained 
through the temporary increase of highway fuel taxes, as recom- 
mended by the President in his budget message. The Congress has 
already established the policy that if the receipts of the highway trust 
fund prove to be insufficient to meet necessary expenditures, the 
Congress will enact legislation to bring about a balance of total re- 
ceipts and total expenditures. Accordingly, this Department will 
recommend enactment of legislation implementing the President’s 
recommendation for a temporary increase in motor fuel taxes, which 
will be designed to maintain the trust fund on a self-supporting basis. 

In this connection, I think I should point out that section 210 of 
the Highway Revenue Act of 1956 requires the Secretary of Com- 
merce to submit to the Congress prior to January 3, 1961, a report 
mening conclusions derived from a study of the cost of providing 

ederal-aid highways for the various classes of users, and the benefits 
to be derived from the highway systems by both users and nonusers. 
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The findings of this study will be an important guide in determining 

the most equitable basis of distributing the cost of the continuing 

Federal-aid highway program. At that time there will also be avail. 

a a second detailed estimate of the cost of completing the Interstate 
ystem. 

As I previously said, Mr. Tallamy will discuss in more detail the 
progress which is being made in completion of the Interstate System, 
and the manner in which various problems are being solved. Both 
of us shall, of course, be pleased to answer any questions which you 
may have. 

Thank you. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Mr. Allen. 

Now are there any questions on the part of the subcommittee? 

Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Allen, at the bottom of page 1, you say: 

A total of $4.7 billion of Federal-aid interstate funds has been expended or 
obligated on this mileage. 

Do you refer to the 16,843 miles, or the 11,463 miles, or both? 

Mr. Auten. That is the total, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. That is the total, then, for 28,306 miles. 

‘ Mr. Auten. I think your addition is good, sir, but I will check it, if 
may. 

Senator Kerr. Do that. You are the expert here, and I am just 
asking questions. 

Mr. ALLEN. 28,306. 

Senator Kerr. What part of the total costs or the total Federal 
obligation with reference to that 28,306 miles does $4,700 million 
represent ? 

r. Tattamy. What part of the total cost does it represent ? 

Senator Kerr. Yes; the Federal Government is to pay 90 percent 
of the cost of that 28,306 miles, is that right ? 

Mr. Tatxamy. That is right, ultimately. 

Senator Kerr. Well, if they are to pay it either currently or ulti- 
mately, are they obligated to pay it or do they plan to pay it or not? 

Mr. Tattamy. The 28,306.8 miles which was indicated before repre- 
sents various stages of completion of the Interstate System. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Tallamy, would you just answer my question? 

The Federal Government is to pay 90 percent of the cost of that 
28,306 miles? 

Mr. Auten. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. What part of the total obligation that the Federal 
Government has to pay for the 90 percent of the completion of that 
mileage is represented by the $4,700 million that you refer to? 

Mr. Auten. The $4,700 million is either oun or obligated for 
that 28,000-odd number of miles. 

saree Kerr. Is it going to pay for the 28,000-odd number of 
miles 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, sir; as to the obligations that are made. 

Senator Kerr. That the Federal Government has? 

ALLEN. Yes, sir. 


Senator Kerr. You or I, one, don’t know anything about it. You 
or I, one, are very sadly mistaken about that. 
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Mr. Auten. As I understand it, Senator, there have been certain 
aie some completed, and some are in the stage of being 
completed. 

i to those contracts, $4,700 million will pay for the work alread 
done under contract, and will pay for the Federal share of the wor 
that is already contracted for, but not yet completed and paid for. 

Then there will be other work that is necessary to bring the roads 
up to the standards that are required ultimately, which has not been 
contracted for nor obligated, and the amount that will be necessary 
for that last category of contracts and obligations will be met out of 
other funds than this $4,700 million. It will be in addition to it. And 
of that additional amount 90 percent will be an obligation of the Fed- 
eral Government, 10 percent of the State. 

Senator Kerr. Now, then, having reviewed those facts, would you 
answer my question ? 

Mr. Auten. I thought I did, sir, so I ask the question be repeated. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

I ask you, what part of the total Federal obligation with reference 
to that 28,306 miles does this $4,700 million represent ? 

You said this would do everything except to bring certain parts of 
the roads up to standard. I don’ think it will do more than construct 
about 3314 percent or maybe less of the 28,000, but I am just guessing, 
and I presume that you know, or that one of the men there with you 
knows or has access to the information. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would be very happy to answer. 

We don’t have with us the total cost of the 28,306.8 miles that will 
be entailed in developing those highways to 1975 standards. So there- 
fore I can’t tell you the difference between the $4,755 million which 
has already been obligated by the Federal Government, and the addi- 
tional amount which will have to be obligated by the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have any idea what it will be? 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, I could make a guess, that it will be in the 
vicinity of $16 billion more to bring the 28,000 miles up to the 1975 
standards. 

Senator Kerr. Then instead of talking about 28,306 miles of this 
41,000 being completed or paid for, or anywhere near it, the $4,700 
million, according to your guess, takes care of 20 percent of the cost 
of that 28,306 miles. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I would say that would be pretty close to being 
correct, to bring it up to 1975 standards, yes. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I presume you are using the words “bringin 
it up to 1975 standards,” Mr. Tallamy, is saying the same thing as i 
you said paying for the construction of the balance of the 28,000 miles 
in accordance with the plans that you have in mind for their con- 
struction. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, that is correct. 

Senator Kerr. So that the $4,700 million, which has been obligated, 
then in reality is paying or will pay for about 5,600 miles of the 
41,000 miles. I just applied the 20 percent fraction which you gave 
me to 28,306. 

Mr. Tatuamy. That would be a rough estimate. 


45983—59——-2 
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Senator Kerr. That is a pretty accurate estimate. Twenty percent 
may be a rough estimate, but the figure I gave you is an exact one. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. Your figure is correct, if the 20 
percent is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Yes; I am just using the 20 percent you gave me. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, you say that of the $4,700 million $1 billion 
has been used in right-of-way acquisition, survey and design. 

Senator McNamara. It is at the bottom of the first page. He says 
about a billion dollars. 

Senator Kerr. Around a billion dollars. At least a smooth estimate, 

Is it your judgment that that proportion will continue to prevail 
in the matter of acquisition of right-of-way, survey, and design? 

Mr. Tattamy. May I point out that that right-of-way of $990 
million in survey and design relates to the 10,843 miles that we were 
first discussing, which is part of the 28,000. 

Senator Kerr. $4,700 million refers to the 28,000 miles? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, but the 16,800 are a part of the 28,000. 

Senator Kerr. If the $4,700 million refers to the 28,000 miles, I 
would presume that the $1 billion would refer to the 28,000. 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, the engineering and'right-of-way for the 11,463 
miles, which is a part of the 28,300, is included in that mileage. The 
engineering has been put into those particular miles. 

But the others, since no construction has been completed, stand on 
their own and the $990 million relates to the 16,843 miles. 

Senator Kerr. Let’s use the $1 billion figure since it is in the state- 
ment. 

Mr. Tatuamy. The $1 billion figure relates to the engineering and 
right-of-way on 16,843 miles. 

Senator Kerr. Now, Mr. Tallamy, is the 11,483 miles on the assem- 
bly line generally ahead of the 16,843, or behind it ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is away ahead. 

Senator Kerr. Well, hadn’t you then already acquired the right-of- 
way for it? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Then isn’t that right-of-way cost included in this $1 
billion figure? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No; the right-of-way figure is included in the $3,764 
million figure. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, then, there is more than $1 billion 
out o the $4,700 million that has been used in acquisition of right-of- 
way % 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes; very definitely. 

Senator Kerr. You know, just a man, an ordinary man like I am, 
listening to this and who reads it, gets the impression, or at least I do, 
that the billion dollars is what has been used out of the $4.7 billion for 
right-of-way acquisition and survey and design. That is what the 
statement says; does it not? 

Is that what the statement says, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tattamy. I am sorry, I didn’t follow your question. 

Senator Kerr. Well, one of us ought to pay some attention to it. 

Would you read the statement there, the last sentence on page 1 of 
the Secretary’s statement, just read it out loud. 
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I supposed you had written it, so I supposed you were familiar with 
it, so go ahead. 

Mr. TatLamy (reading) : 

A total of $4.7 billion of Federal aid interstate funds has been expended or 
obligated on this mileage. 

Senator Kerr. I asked you what mileage that referred to, and you 
or the Secretary, one, said that it referred to the 28,306 miles. 

Mr, Tatuamy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Now read the next sentence. 

Mr. Tatuamy (reading) : 


Of this total $3.7 billion was applied to construction—— 


Senator Kerr. All right. If $3.7 billion was applied to construc- 
tion, how could it have been applied to the purchase of the right-of- 
way for the 11,463 miles? 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, when the project is finished, right-of-way and 
construction are incorporated as one item. 

Senator Kerr. Then why do you say in the next words, “and $1 
billion to right-of-way acquisition and survey and design” ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Because that stands on its own, it is not a part of 
construction yet. 

Senator Kerr. I didn’t suppose it was, and if it wasn’t, then how 
could $3.7 billion being applied to construction be partly used for 
right-of-way ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Well, because when the project is completed or is 
under construction the cost of right-of-way is included as part of the 
cost of construction. 

Senator Kerr. You mean after the right-of-way is acquired and 
the project is constructed, the right-of-way costs cease to be right-of- 
way costs and become part of the construction costs ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It becomes part of construction costs. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think the ordinary member of this commit- 
tee, with kind of a limited knowledge that we have and which we 
depend on you to augment from time to time, would get that im- 
pression from this statement, or would he ordinarily be expected to 
get the one I got? 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, I think by reading the report he would have 
the information. 

Senator Kerr. What report? 

Mr. Tattamy. The report on progress which was submitted to the 
Congress on the first of February. 

Senator Kerr. First of February. In other words, we should take 
these statements that are made to this committee subject only to get- 
ting » explanation and application of it after we have read the 
report ¢ 

r. Tattamy. Well, I would say I think that the statement and the 
report, together, would make it very clear. 

Senator Kerr. I would think if they contradict each other, it would 
make it very confusing, that would be my judgment on it. 

You have made it clear that this doesn’t mean what it seems to 
say, and that there has been more than a billion dollars of the $4.7 
used in right-of-way acquisition and survey and design. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. How much more? 
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Mr. Tattamy. About $440 million. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, of the $4.7 billion, $1,400 million 
has been used for right-of-way and survey and design ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, I would say that is right. 

Senator Kerr. Leaving $3.3 billion for construction ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. In your judgment, will that percentage of the total 
applicable to right-of-way acquisition, survey, and design, continue to 
prevail as to the other $16 billion that you estimate this 28,000 miles 
would cost ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would think that it would not. I would think that 
it would increase, and the reason for it is that the first part of the 
work which is being accomplished is to a great extent in the rural 
and suburban areas, and as the more complicated sections of the 
Interstate System are designed and right-of-way maps are secured, 
we approach the more expensive sections of the right-of-way in the 
cities. So I would expect that for a number of years, 3 or 4 years 
more at least, that that percentage would increase, and then for the 
latter 6 years of the program I would expect the right-of-way and 
engineering to greatly decrease. 

Senator Kerr. Would you give me your estimate as to the long- 
range and overall allocation of the cost or percentage of the cost 
that will be required in right-of-way acquisition, survey, and design! 

Mr. Tatuamy. I think when the entire system is completed, the 
right-of-way will average about 13 percent of the entire cost. 

Senator Kerr. What is your present estimate of the entire cost? 

Mr. Tatiamy. $36 billion for Federal costs. 

Senator Kerr. $36 billion? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes; that is Federal. 

Senator Krrr. Well, all of this is Federal, isn’t it? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, the figures we have been using. 

Senator Kerr. You tell me that the first 28,000 will cost, in your 
judgment, approximately $20 billion? 

r. TattAmy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. How much is 13 percent of $36 billion, Mr. Tallamy? 

Mr. Tatitamy. $4,700 million. 

Senator Kerr. $4,680 million. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Your estimate is, what percentage of 4.7 is 1.4? 

Mr. Tattamy. About 30 percent. 

Senator Kerr. I figure it a little more than that. 

Mr. Tattamy. Just slightly less. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, slightly less, and I think now that right-of-way 
acquisition, survey and design has cost approximately 30 percent of 
the first $4.7 billion; that it will cost substantially more of that now, 
of the next, how much? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would say for the next 3 or 4 years it would run 
up ter than that. 

nator Kerr. Well, now, in 3 or 4 years, you mean at a rate of $2.5 
billion a year? R . 
r. Tattamy. I would think that it might run that high. 

Senator Kerr. When you say 3 or 4 years, what do you mean in 
terms of dollars? 
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Mr. Tatuamy. Well, I would think that it would be around $2 bil- 
jon a year. 

; Senator Kerr. Then if it costs—how much more than 30 percent? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I would judge it would be 40 percent. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, if it costs 40 percent of $8 billion, how 
much is that ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is $3,200 million. = 2 

Senator Kerr. And it has already cost $1.4 billion. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That is $4.6? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That is $4.6 out of the first $13 billion, right? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Do you think out of the next $23 billion the right- 
of-way acquisition is going to be nothing? ; 

Mr. Tatiamy. I think it is going to go down substantially because 
we are buying right-of-way as fast as the preliminary designs are 
approved. 

y-voreser Kerr. You are not buying it that fast in Oklahoma. You 
may be in New York or California, I don’t know. 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, they are buying the right-of-way as rapidly 
as they can get the location of the system established. 

Senator on. You are not buying the right-of-way before the 
project is engineered, are you, Mr. Tallamy? 

Mr. Tatuamy. We buy the right-of-way before the contracts are 
awarded. 

Senator Kerr. I say, you are not buying it, though, before the proj- 
ect is engineered ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Well, it all depends on what we mean by engineer- 
ing. We buy the right-of-way before the engineering is completed, 
but we don’t buy the right-of-way before the location is established. 

Senator Kerr. You don’t know where the right-of-way is going 
to be until you engineer the project, do you? 

Mr. Tattamy. It depends on the degree of engineering. When we 
establish the location and establish the preliminary plans, then we 
know where the project is going to be located and where the right-of- 
way acquisition is going to be required. 

Senator Kerr. Your Department has stopped the Oklahoma High- 
way Department even from engineering projects on the Interstate 
System because you advised the Oklahoma Highway Department that 
they had already engineered ahead of funds that would be available 
in the next 2 years. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I think, if that is so, it undoubtedly relates to 
the ABC program and not the interstate program. 

Senator Kou No, that is the Interstate System I am talking about. 


I am talking about—what is that, Highway 44 that goes west through 
Oklahoma City. 


Mr. Tatiamy. I don’t know the number. 

Senator Kerr. Route 40. I happen to know that you stopped them 

over a year ago from engineering, because you said that they had 
t 


already engineered ahead of the construction and there wasn 
use In engineering any more until they caught up with it. 
Mr. Tatiamy. I am surprised at that. 


any 
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Senator Kerr. I am, too, but I happen to know it because some of 
my people came down to our office to talk about it. The State high- 
way department had let a contract for some additional engineering 
on that route, and you wouldn’t approve. In fact, you shut them 
down on a lot of engineering contracts. 

Mr. Tattamy. Not on the Interstate System, as a rule. 

Senator Kerr. I am not talking about a rule, Mr. Tallamy, and I 
am not guessing about what I am talking about. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I understand, but there must be some special] reason 
for that in this case, because we can’t get plans out fast enough and 
we are urging the States to advance their planning work and the 
right-of-way acquisition work at an accelerated rate, so that if we 
are asking them not to stop. 

Senator Kerr. Have you got one rule for Oklahoma and another 
one for New York? 


Mr. Tatxamy. No, sir; not unless there is a special reason in con- 
nection with it. 
Senator Kerr. I wonder if you would look into that matter and 


advise me what the special reason was that caused that to be done in 
Oklahoma. 


Mr. Tattamy. I would be very happy to. I am as interested in that 
as you are. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that is pretty heavy. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I do have a heavy interest. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 


ENGINEERING CONTRACTS IN OKLAHOMA 


The situation referred to involved engineering contracts entered into supple 
ment the work of the State highway department engineering staff. In some 
States it has been necessary to enter into contracts with engineering firms for 
surveys and designs to supplement the staffs of the State highway depart- 
ments in order that Interstate System improvements would not be delayed. 

The question of whether additional engineering contracts should be entered 
into for work on the Interstate System in Oklahoma arose early in 1958. At that 
time it was determined that the State had available or was currently obtaining 
a sufficient quantity of plans for construction on the Interstate System which 
would utilize all interstate funds to be available for several years in the future. 
When construction plans are prepared several years in advance of the actual 
construction there is always the possibility that costly revisions in the plans 
will be required due to changing conditions. Accordingly, further work on In- 
terstate System designs was deferred. 

At that time it was recognized that there were a number of sections of the 
Interstate System where it would be desirable to protect the rights-of-way by 
purchases to prevent development of buildings or other facilities. Accordingly, 
favorable consideration was given to additional engineering contracts for pre- 
liminary engineering work necessary to develop right-of-way plans. 

The need for additional preliminary engineering contracts in Oklahoma was 
again reviewed in October 1958, and it was determined at that time that engi- 
neering plans had been completed or were well advanced which would provide 
for over 5 years of construction financed from interstate funds expected to be 
available, and it again appeared undesirable to proceed with the preparation of 
additional plans, specifications, and estimates for construction on the Interstate 
System. The continuing desirability of proceeding with location surveys and 
preliminary engineering work needed for the long-term advance protection of 
right-of-way was recognized, however. 

The general status of plan preparation for Interstate System work in Okla- 
homa remains about the same today as it was last October. With the existing 
backlog of engineering plans completed or underway, it appears that the highway 
department should be adequately staffed to handle its normal volume of pre- 
liminary engineering work for some time to come and additional engineering 
contracts therefore should not be necessary. 
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Senator Kerr. Is it your judgment that you might be better off to 
reevaluate the present plan to go through these larger cities and highly 
developed communities where such tremendous location is necessar 
and such tremendous cost is required in acquisition of these rights-of- 
way in order to put the Interstate System through the heart of these 
heavily populated areas? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I certainly believe that the Interstate System should 
go into and through metropolitan areas. I think that in doing so we 
want to be very careful in the design to make certain that the locations 
of the Interstate System conform to proper urban redevelopment and 
urban expansion, and aid it and not harm it. 

Senator Kerr. Are you running into evidence in some large cities 
where the work is moving forward rather vigorously? Are you run- 
ning into situations where there seems to be opposition growing to 
what they call these freeways that are taking out so much of the heart 
of a metropolitan area and dislocating so many people and causing so 
much expense ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. Not generally; there are a few exceptions to that. 
There is always opposition, of course, from some people, and we 
understand it and try to ameliorate it to the maximum extent possible. 

But the vast majority of the people that I have had dealings with 
in metropolitan areas just can’t get enough of this highway construc- 
tion, and they feel that it is absolutely essential for the continued 
activity of the metropolitan area, and they are urging that we give 
them more mileage, not take mileage away. 

Senator Kerr. I know they are urging you to give them more mile- 
age in Oklahoma, but it is not in the heart of Oklahoma City or Tulsa 
where they are asking for more mileage. 

Mr, Tatiamy. Well, I am not familiar with the requests of Okla- 
homa City, but I know that some of the cities in the Middle West, for 
instance, Kansas City, certainly have requested more mileage than we 
are able to give them, right in the heart of the city. 

Senator Kerr. Is there any concerted effort on in San Francisco to 
slow down the building of the freeways through the city and through 
the highly developed areas ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes; but I am sure that that is not because of the 
feeling that the expressways are not necessary. I think that it de- 
velops from the type of design, for one thing, and the need for a 
master plan of State highway development well coordinated with 
metropolitan development. 

Senator Kerr. Is the situation in California behind that of the rest 
of the Nation ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No; California has done very well. For example, 
in Los Angeles and in San Diego they are leading the Nation in metro- 
politan arterial highway planning. 

Senator Kerr. Have they acquired the right-of-way there? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes; they have, and without much difficulty. 

Senator Kerr. In Los Angeles? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes,sir. They haven’t acquired all of it. 

Senator Kerr. What percentage of it have they acquired ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. I can’t tell you. 

Senator Kerr. Can you make an estimate? 

Mr. Tattamy. No; I can’t. I can get it for you, but I can’t make 
an estimate. 





12 STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 


Senator Kerr. If we both ought to know it, then you get it for both 
of us; how will that be? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir; I will be happy to. 

Senator McNamara. Will you please obtain it for the record at the 
same time to clarify this colloquy. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Status of right-of-way acquisition on the Interstate System in the city of Los 
Angeles, Calif., March 1959 


Number Percent of 
total 


1. Mileage: 
Right-of-way acquired 
Right-of-way yet to be acquired 


2. Number of parcels: 
Acquired to date. 
Yet to be acquired (estimated) 


Senator Kerr. Now, you tell us on page 2—that is, the Secretary 
does, and I will address these questions to the Secretary and be glad 
for him to answer them or refer them to you: 

On December 31, 1958, there was a balance of $526 million in the trust fund. 


However, expenditures are expected to exceed revenues during each of the fiscal 
years 1959 and 1960. 


By how much will the expenditures exceed revenues in fiscal 1959, 


Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Auten. Those figures are supplied by Mr. Tallamy, so that I 
would ask that he answer, if that is agreeable. 

Senator Kerr. Oh, that is fine, because I think you and I both 
ought to know. 

r. ALLEN. Quite right, sir. 

Mr. Tatiamy. At the end of fiscal 1959 there will be a surplus in 
the trust fund of $526 million. 

Senator Kerr. This says that that will be on December 31, 1958. 
Maybe Mr. Tallamy had better get somebody to answer it for all three 
of us. 

Mr. Tattamy. On December 31, 1958, it is $526 million. 

Senator Kerr. How is that? 

Mr. Tattamy. On December 31, 1958, the balance is $526 million, 
and at the end of the fiscal year, June 30, the balance is $639 million. 

Senator Kerr. That is, that is what it is estimated to be? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That is what it is estimated it will be? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. How much? 

Mr. Tatiamy. $639 million. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. If it was $526 million on December 31, and it 
is going to be $639 million on June 30, at the end of the fiscal year, 
from the statement “expenditures are expected to exceed revenues,” 
we would have to conclude that during the first 6 months of the fiscal 
year is where the deficit had occurred, because apparently you are 
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oing to have $113 million improvement in the fund between Decem- 
Ce 31, 1958, and June 30, 1959. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Well, the first 6 months of the fiscal year, of course, 
is the time that the expenditures are very heavy, that is toward the 
end of the calendar year, following the construction season. 

Senator Kerr. Then the deficit for fiscal 1959 occurred during the 
first 6 months of the fiscal year rather than during the last 6 months, 
because during the last 6 months apparently income is going to 
exceed expenditure. 

Mr. Tattamy. The expenditure exceeded the income. 

Senator Kerr. The deficit occurred during the first 6 months; that 
has to be the case, doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Cumulatively there is a surplus; there is no deficit, 
there is a surplus. 

Senator Kerr. Well, you say expenditures are expected to exceed 
revenues during each of the fiscal years. 

Now, if expenditures exceed revenues, does that create a surplus or 
a deficit for the fiscal year ? 

I am not trying to argue that, but just trying to get to the facts. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Well, the expenditures exceed the revenues for the 
fiscal year to date, yes. 

Senator Kerr. That creates a deficit; doesn’t it ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, it is a charge against the trust fund. 

Senator Kerr. Does that create a deficit when you spend more 
than you take in ? 

Mr. Tatiuamy. Well, it doesn’t create a deficit in the trust fund, 
because there is money in the trust fund to meet that. 

Senator Kerr. I am talking for the fiscal year. You said expendi- 
tures for the fiscal year are expected to exceed revenues. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, that operation creates a deficit of itself, doesn’t 
it? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Without a trust fund, yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Unless you have got more money on hand when 
the year started, but the operation of spending more than you take in, 
of itself, creates a deficit. 

Mr. Tatiamy. In the operation, yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And the deficit that you say here that is expected 
for fiscal 1959 occurred, then, during the first half of the year. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Yes, sir. 

eeaerer Kerr. How much do you expect the deficit to be for fiscal 
1960 ? 

Mr. Tattamy. At the end of the 1960 fiscal year, the surplus of $639 
million in the trust fund will be reduced to a deficit in the trust fund 
of $241 million. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, I think that is a very nice way to put it, 
the surplus will be reduced to a defiicit. 

What you mean is that the surplus will have been expended and 
that a deficit in the trust fund of $241 million will have occurred ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. A defiicit of $241 million will have occurred in the 
trust fund. 

Senator Kerr. So that for fiscal 1960, the overall deficit is $639 
plus $241 ? 


45983—59——3 





14 STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 


Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Is that correct? 

Mr. Tariamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. $900 million ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, approximately. 

Senator Kerr. Now, ion is it that you are able to create a deficit 
in the trust fund ? [ 

Senator Coorer. Will the Senator yield for just a moment ? 

May I ask if this hearing will continue today, or what time it wil] 
end ? 

Senator McNamara. We anticipate winding up around 12 o’clock, 
because the Senate meets at 12, noon. 

Senator Coorrr. I had an appointment at 11, Mr. Chairman, which 
I must make, and I had hoped to be able to hear the rest of the testi- 
mony and ask some questions, but perhaps he can be recalled at some 
other time. 

Senator McNamara. We will probably continue tomorrow morning 
with these same gentlemen. I see no reason why we should not. 
That is our plan at this time, Senator Cooper. 

Senator Coorrer. Thank you. 

Senator McNamara. While there is a lull, we are glad to have 
Senator Case with us. While he is not a member of this subcommittee, 
we are always glad to see him around public works operation. 

Senator Casg. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. Tatiamy. We will overdraw trust funds to the extent of $241 
million. 

Senator Kerr. Under the authority of the act of 1958 in which we 
suspended the Humphrey amendment ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I just wanted to get that into the record. 

Mr. Tatxamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Are you willing to give the credit for that to Mr. 
Humphrey ? 

Senator Kerr. When the thing was enacted there was a great fight 
on—not a great fight, but a good deal of jockeying for position be- 
tween Mr. Humphrey, who recommended it, and some other members 
of the Finance Committee, who introduced it, and the chairman of 
the committee, Mr. Byrd, who favored it. At that time I got the 
impression that it was a cherished child of the administration. Now 
that. it doesn’t seem to be so popular, I see a rather general inclination 
on the part of those who then were claiming it, to now give full credit 
for it to Senator Byrd, of Virginia. 

That is the way, I believe, the situation developed. I was just 
making the record straight, as I recall it. [Laughter.] 

Senator Casz. And to make the record wholly straight, do you 
= ito identify Mr. Humphrey, the Mr. Humphrey to whom you 
reter ¢ 

Senator Kerr. If I was talking about Hubert, I would say Senator 
Humphrey. [Laughter.] 

Senator Casg. I have noticed on occasion that Senator Humphrey 


has been very careful to make that distinction, and I just thought we 
ought to make it. 


Senator Kerr. Well, he has been, and I presume it means more to 
him, really, than it doestome. [Laughter.] 
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But for the sake of the record I was referring to the former Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. / 

Senator Case. And the limitation popularly known as the Byrd 
amendment. 

Senator Kerr. Well, the limitation which some are trying to estab- 
lish as the Byrd amendment, since it is no longer popular. 

Senator Case. Has Senator Byrd disclaimed authorship of it ? 

Senator Kerr. I am going to tell you the truth, I never did see 
him claiming credit for it when there seemed to be some demand for 
it. I never did see him claim it. As I remember the amendment was 
offered in the Finance Committee. 

Senator Case. I wouldn’t want to take any credit from him that 
is due him. 

Senator Kerr. I would say to the Senator, as I remember at the 
time it was introduced in the Finance Committee, it was introduced 
by Senator Bennett of Utah. That is my recollection. Maybe there 
are some here with the administration that can tell who it was they 
prevailed upon to introduce it. 

Senator Case. In any event, I think at the present time I have 
pointed out my position. 

Senator Kerr. You sure did; and I supported that position very 
vigorously, and I must say that you were very wise at the time in call- 
ing attention to the fact that the day would come when we would 
find a chain around our necks rather than a burden on our back. 

Senator Casr. That is a good point, and we will let the record rest. 

Senator Kerr. Now that being the case, Mr. Tallamy, in the next 
sentence says: 


Consequently, the surplus will be fully expended during the fiscal year 1960. 


As I refer to the report which you have asked me to refer to, I 
see that there is an estimate that the deficit at the end of 1961 will be 
$1,059 million. 

— McNamara. This is one of the statements he doesn’t seem 
to have. 

Senator Kerr. He referred me to it awhile ago. 

Senator McNamara. I will provide him with one. 

Senator Kerr. I am talking about the figures in the President’s 
budget, Mr. Tallamy. 

Mr. Tatiamy. The 1960 estimate of deficit is 2.41. 

Senator Kerr. No; not 2.41. 

Mr. Tatiamy. 2.41 in the President’s budget for 1960, and in 1961 
the deficit will be an additional $1,059 million. 

Senator Kerr. Is that additional or accumulative? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is accumulative. 

Senator Kerr. That is the estimate of what the deficit will be at the 
end of 1961? That is, June 30, 1961. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is, $1,059 million; yes. 

Senator Kerr. Now there is no authority in the law to suspend the 
Byrd or Humphrey amendment for fiscal 1961, is there, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. How can you estimate there is going to be a deficit? 
Doesn’t the amendment which apparently this year has had some 


doubt cast upon it, provide that there can be no expenditure of funds 
not in the trust fund ? 
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Mr. Tattamy. What happened is that we, in accordance with the 
1958 act, apportioned to the various States a billion and a half dollars 
in excess of the amount that we could have apportioned if there had 
not been legislation which suspended that section of the act which 
makes it impossible for us to apportion to the States funds which 
would result in expenditures in excess of the amount of money esti- 
mated to be available in the trust fund when needed to meet those 
expenditures. 

50, last year, as a result of the suspension of section 209(g) we ap- 
portioned to the States a billion and a half dollars more than the 
trust fund could support. 

Senator Kerr. Then there is authority in the act of last year, is 
there? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. To suspend the act up to an amount of $1,500 
million ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It amounted to that. The way I get the billion and 
a half is that under the 1956 act, for 1960 we would have only been 
able to apportion $1.6 billion, and we were authorized to apportion 
2.5, regardless of section 209(¢). 

That was an increase of $900 million. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Tatiamy. In that apportionment. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Tattamy. Then, for the previous fiscal year we were authorized 
to add another $200 million for the Interstate System. That made 
an additional $1.1 billion. 

Then, on top of that, there was an additional $400 million ABC 
program, which totals $1.5 billion in excess of what the trust fund 
would have been able to carry. 

Senator Kerr. Does the Senator from South Dakota remember 
what that law provided with reference to catching up? Did that act 
provide for deficits of $1.5 billion in the trust fund ? 

Senator Case. No, I think the basic 1956 act 

Senator Kerr. No, Iam talking about the 1958 act. 

Senator Casr. Yes. I think there was, in the basic 1956 act, au- 
thority for certain borrowings and if I remember correctly, the effect 
of the 1958 act would be to borrow for the trust fund. 

Then at the very close of the session, we passed that special act to 
make apportionments available for 1961 as well as for 1960. 

Senator Kerr. That was the cause of it? 

Senator Case. No, but beyond that, the act of September 2, we made 
possible the apportionments for 1961 as well as 1960, and it changed 
the date for the submission of cost estimates. 

Senator McNamara. And it involved that 2-year period ? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Now which act was that? 

Senator Casr. August 28 or September 2, I believe. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Sneed points out to me that although the act 
of September 2 did change the time for making the report, it also 
recognized the previous cost estimates for the purposes of a basis of 
apportionment for 1961: that in section 8 of the 1958 act, we approved 
the apportionment for 1959 and 1960 on the basis of the cost estimates. 
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Senator Kerr. Well, now, you don’t interpret the act of September 
29 as authorizing the ad song rpm for 1961, but merely the basis 
for the apportionment when it would be permissible to make it under 
the existing law ? 

Senator Case. That is my understanding. 

Senator Kerr. Is that the understanding of the Department ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Then the Department’s understanding is that as a 
result of legislation last year, you were authorized to make certain 
apportionments for 1959 and 1960 which added up to an authority 
to apportion $1,500 million above the actual funds, or the estimate 
of the Secretary of the Treasury as to what funds would be in the 
fiscal year in the trust fund ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Not for those fiscal years, but in excess of what the 
trust fund would support when the expenditures resulting from those 
obligations became due. 

Under the 1956 act, we could not make an apportionment if we de- 
termined that the trust fund 2, 3, or 4 years from the date of the ap- 
portionment would be insufficient to meet the expenditures which 
would result from the apportionment. Under the 1958 act, with sus- 
pension of section 209(g), we could apportion the full amounts au- 
thorized even though the apportionments would result actually in 
overdrawing the trust fund to the extent of $1,500 million. 

Senator Kerr. Now, Mr. Dodds, you are Counsel for the Depart- 
ment ? 

Mr. Dopps. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. And your full name is what? 

Mr. Dopps. Robert Dodds. 

Senator Kerr. Do you agree with what Mr. Tallamy just said ? 

Mr. Dopps. Yes, I do; but while Mr. Tallamy has been speaking I 
have been reviewing the September act of last year and the 1958 act 
to which you referred originally, and it is not completely clear. 

There is a gentleman here, Mr. Enfield, who I think can answer 
your question. 

Senator Kerr. Is hea lawyer? 

Mr. Dopps. Yes; in the Bureau of Public Roads. I would like to 
ask him to answer your question. 

Senator Kerr. I am just looking for information and am not a bit 
proud as to where I get it. 

Mr. Enrieip. My name is Clifton W. Enfield, Senator. The 1958 
act, as Mr. Tallamy pointed out—— 

Senator Kerr. When you say the 1958 act, do you mean the act of 
April 16? 

Mr. Enrrexp. The act of April 16; yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Public Law 381; was that it ? 

Mr. Enrievp. That is right; 85-381. 

Section 8 of the 1958 act approved the cost estimate for the pur- 
pose of apportioning the 1960 interstate funds. 

Section 9 of the 1958 act waived section 209(g), which has been 
referred to as either the Byrd or Humphrey section. 

Senator Kerr. Well, let’s read section 9. Read that to us, will you? 

Mr. Enriexp. All right, sir. Section 9 of the 1958 act states—— 
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Senator Kerr. I am looking for the word “Byrd” in here. You 
keep talking about the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. Enrtevp. I was merely identifying it. It has been referred to 
this morning. 

Senator Kerr. The same one I referred to as the Humphrey amend- 
ment. 

Mr. Enrtevp. I said either the Byrd or Humphrey. 

Senator Case. Does the Senator find the word “Humphrey” in this 
paragraph ? 

Senator Kerr. No, I do not; and I feel I have equal authority 
under the section to use the word “Humphrey” as the witness does the 
word “Byrd.” 

Senator Case. Suppose we refer to it as section 209(g). 

Senator McNamara. “G” for George, Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. I think that would be all right. Now, will you read 
section 9 of the 1958 act ? 

Mr. Enriexp. Section 9 is entitled “Apportionment of Federal 
Highway Funds for 1959 and 1960.” 

It reads: 


Notwithstanding the provisions of section 209(g) of the Act approved June 
29, 1956 (70 Stat. 374), the Secretary of Commerce is authorized and directed 
to apportion among the several States in the manner provided by law, all of the 
funds authorized for the fiscal years 1959 and 1960 for the Interstate System 
and the Federal-aid primary and secondary highway systems, including exten- 
sions thereof within urban areas. 

Senator Kerr. That is very clear that the Secretary is authorized 
and directed to apportion all of the funds authorized for the fiscal 
years 1959 and 1960, and I take it that refers back to the 1956 act, 
doesn’t it? 

Mr. Enrtrtp. Refers to the 1956 act and the additional authoriza- 
tions in the 1958 act. 

Senator Kerr. Yes; but for the fiscal years 1959 and 1960. 

Mr. Enrretp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, then, is it your position that the September 
act authorized and directed the Secretary to apportion among the 
several States all of the funds authorized for fiscal 1961 ? 

Mr. Enrretp. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. It isnot? 

Mr. Enrrexp. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I didn’t think so. 

Mr. Enrtexp. No, sir; the September 2 act amends section 8, not 
section 9. 

Senator Kerr. And the effect of that is to recognize the Secretary’s 
estimate of needs then before the Congress as the basis for apportion- 
ment for 1961 ? 

Mr. Enrrevp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. So that the 1,500 million arrived at, as the Admin- 
istrator gave us, $200 million is special authorizations last year for 
Interstate; 400 million, ABC, plus the 900 million actual deficit in 
the trust fund, and section 9 is sufficient to authorize the apportion- 
ment of that amount of money above what is in the trust fund for 
fiscal 1959 and 1960. 

Mr. Enrretp. What was estimated would be in the trust fund at 
the time the bills came due? 
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Senator Kerr. And what subsequently was an estimate as to the 
condition of the fund, based on collections of revenue up to this time? 

Mr. Enrteip. That is correct; and up through the time that the 
bills would actually become due. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. EnrFtexp. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, it is your appraisal of section 9, in the April 
act of last year, that it authorizes a continuing deficit through the life 
of the trust fund, or through the life of the authorized apportion- 
ment of the $1,500 million ? 

Mr. Enrrevp. Well, the 1958 act really doesn’t touch on that at all. 

Senator Kerr. Well, if it doesn’t, what would be your interpreta- 
tion of the effect of it as to putting the program back under section 
909(g), disregarding that billion, five hundred million, or to the ex- 
tent of requiring no apportionment until that deficit has been re- 
couped in the trust fund, unless other provision was made to replace 
it? 

Mr. Enrrewp. Well, it is my opinion that 209(g) of the Highway 
Revenue Act for 1956 would require the deficit to be recouped; to be 
paid back before additional interstate funds could be apportioned. 

In other words, the deficit could not be carried through the life of 
the trust fund. It would have to be taken into consideration before 
apportioning the 1961 authorizations. 

Senator Kerr. Then, there is no basis in law to warrant the $1,059 
million deficit which is estimated here at the end of 1961, is there? 

Mr. Enrtetp. I don’t know that I understand the question, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Well, if 209(g) is to apply to fiscal 1961, then there 
can’t be any apportionment against it that would create any deficit at 
all during that time, isn’t that so? 

Mr. EnrFietp. Well, the deficit would continue until all of the bills 
resulting from the prior apportionments had been paid. This would 
extend over into 1964. 

Senator Kerr. Well, it wouldn’t unless apportionments were made 
for 1961 and 1962, would it? 

Mr. Enrtetp. The deficit would continue, yes, sir, until the bills 
resulting from the 1960 apportionment has been paid. 

Senator Kerr. Well, if revenue to the trust fund in 1961 is suffi- 
cient to meet the requirements on the fund by reason of apportion- 
ments for 1959 and 1960 but not sufficient to meet apportionments au- 
thorized if the funds are available for 1960 and 1961, would the result 
be, that instead of that deficit enlarging and accumulating there, that 
you just wouldn’t be permitted to make any apportionments at all for 
1961? 

Mr. Enrteip. You would not be permitted to make any interstate 
apportionments for 1961 if the estimated receipts were inadequate to 
pay the bills for that apportionment when it came due. 

The ABC apportionments, however, would be made. 

Senator Kerr. The ABC apportionments would be made? 

Mr. Enrtexp. Yes, sir. Section 209(g) does not affect the appor- 
tionment of ABC money. 

Senator Kerr. Well, now, the figures that the Secretary gave us in 
his statement indicated that he would be unable to make any appor- 
tionment for 1961 to the Interstate System. 
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Mr. Enrtevp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. But he said that it would be permitted to make ap- 
portionments. He estimated that he would be able to make appor- 
tionment of $500 million for fiscal 1962; yet, according to the figures 
in the President’s budget, which Mr. Tallamy suggested that I ought 
to read, there would be a deficit of a billion, fifty-nine million dollars 
at the end of 1961, and 2,166 million at the end of 1962. 

Now, if your interpretation of the law is correct, and I won't say 
that I agree with you entirely, and if the deficits estimated increase 
by more than $1 billion in fiscal 1962, how does he justify his estimate 
that he can apportion anything for the Interstate System in fiscal 
1962 under present circumstances ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Senator, may I offer my observation on that? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Tatutamy. The President’s budget was developed contemplat- 
ing that the 1961 and 1962 apportionments would actually be made. 

Senator Kerr. Now, what do you mean, “contemplating that those 
apportionments would be made to the Interstate System”? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Both the ABC and the Interstate System would be 
made, and to the amount authorized by the 1958 and 1956 legislation; 
namely, $214 billion for the 1961 year and two point two for the 1962 
fiscal year. And, of course, those apportionments would actually re- 
sult in expenditures and would create the deficit which is indicated in 
this budget. 

Senator Kerr. That is if there is no additional revenue provided 
for the trust fund? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Exactly. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I am glad to get that information. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Exactly, sir. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, these figures in the President’s 
budget either are made on the assumption that no additional revenue 
will be provided for the trust fund, but that it will be effected by the 
authorized apportionment both for 1961 and 1962, not only for ABC 
roads but the Interstate System also. 

Mr. Tattamy. It shows the effect of those apportionments. Of 
course, the budget also contemplates that the fund would be increased 
as a result of the 114-cent gasoline tax to cover those deficits. 

Senator Kerr. Are those figures you have given us here the Presi- 
dent’s estimate of the deficit, assuming that the additional 114 cents 
will be levied on gasoline beginning July 1 of this year or not? 

Mr. Tallamy, I must say this: When I get my thoughts focused to- 
gether where I can ask a question, and if you understand it, I would 
appreciate it if you would answer it. If you can’t, I will appreciate it 
if you will tell meso that I can restate it. 

very time I ask a question, you go into a speech and I have to in- 
terpret that speech and determine what you meant and if you have 
answered my question or not. 

Do you see the dilemma that either you, or you and I together put 
myself in ? 

Mr. Tattamy. No, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, I had been assuming that these figures in the 
President’s budget were based on the statement, and to be in harmony 
with the Secretary’s statement, that No. 1, there would be no appor- 
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tionment against the fund for interstate in 1961, and $500 million in 
1962, since we have the President’s figures before us and since you 
referred to them as authentic and since you said they should be taken 
together with this statement in order that we might be informed on it, 
why I had assumed that they had been harmonious and that they 
were based on the assumption that there would be no apportionment 
in 1961, and a $500 million apportionment in 1962. 

Now if I understand you, you tell me that they are based on the 
assumption that there will be a $214 billion interstate apportionment 
against this trust fund in both 1961 and 1962. 

Mr. Tattamy. Two anda half in 1961; 2.2 in 1962. 

Senator Kerr. Two and a half in 1961 and 2.2 in 1962? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Now, my own judgment is that there would be a 
far greater deficit than this if that were done unless the action on 
demand of the trust fund was considered subsequent to the appor- 
tionment, and that was the reason I was quite interested in what I 
thought then was your statement, that these figures of the President’s 
budget also assume that the Congress will enact additional 114 cent 
tax on gasoline at the end of July 1, this year. 

Now, is that correct ? 

Mr. Tattamy. The deficits indicated do not reflect any increase in 
the gasoline tax. 

Senator Kerr. I see, but they do reflect the demands on the fund, 
assuming that the $214 billion apportionment for the interstate will 
be made in 1961, and 2.2 apportionment made in 1962? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, will the Senator yield? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Senator Case. This collection of papers here is entitled, “Federal 
Highway Act Cost Program,” and on page 3, shows two tables. 

My understanding is that the first table which shows the possible 
deficits for 1961 and 1962 are based on the assumption that Congress 
would enact a further suspension of section 209(g). 

My understanding is that the second table which deals with the 
situation in case the proposed recommended increase were made in 
gasoline tax were enacted; so that the table showing the deficits is on 
the assumption of a further suspension of this vari-named amendment, 
and the second table is based on the assumption of the enactment of 
the increase in gasoline tax. 

Senator McNamara. Do you highway officials agree with the state- 
ments of Senator Case? 

Senator Kerr. Is that right, Mr. Chief Counsel ? 

Mr. Enrietp. As I understand it, that is correct. 

Senator Case. The first table on page 3 which shows the minus 
signs for 1960, 1961, and 1962 is prepared on the assumption that 
Congress would further suspend the amendment in section 209(g). 

Senator Kerr. Now, does the Senator mean that they would extend 
the suspension that is contained in section 8 of the April act last year, 
or that they would suspend also with reference to 1961 and 1969? 

Senator Case. Well, that they would extend the suspension period 
in section 9 of the April 16, 1958, act. 

Senator Kerr. To 1961 and 1962? 
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Senator Cass. Yes. Jaw 
Senator McNamara. Are we in agreement on this interpretation! 


STATEMENT OF J. C. ALLEN, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR 
ADMINISTRATION, U.S. BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 


Mr. J. C. Auten. The table as reflected in the budget shows the 
deficit of $1,059 million in 1961 and $2,166 million in 1962. 

Senator Kerr. $2,166? 

Mr. J. C. Auten. Yes, sir. The deficit of $2,166 million in 1962 
reflects the amount over and above what would be in the trust fund 
to pay for obligations that would accrue if we made the apportion- 
ments of $2.5 billion for 1961 and $2.2 billion for 1962, 

Senator Casr. The point Senator Kerr is endeavoring to confirm 
is that if the Congress does not suspend the 209(g) again, there isn’t 
going to be that deficit. 

Mr. J.C. Aten. That would be correct. 

Senator Case. There will be enough coming into the trust fund to 
take care of the ABC apportionments, the minus signs here, if you 
work it out. 

Mr. J.C. Atten. There would not be the deficit to the extent shown 
here if the 1961 and 1962 apportionments are not made. 

Senator Cass. There wouldn’t be a deficit because Mr. Tallamy has 
already testified that the apportionment for one of the years is $2.5 
billion. The apportionment for the second year would be $2.2 billion, 
and your accumulative deficit doesn’t amount to those figures in either 

ear. 
r Senator Kerr. I think the point is that the deficit wouldn’t occur 
simultaneously with the apportionment, but be reflected later as ex- 
penditures were made to meet commitments under the apportionment 

I don’t know, but I believe that is what he has tried to bring out 

Mr. J. C. Atten. There would still be a deficit because of the 195% 
act which authorized us going ahead with the billion and a half dollar 
aoe over and above what would be available in the trust 

und. 

Senator Kerr. But your Counsel has told us that come fiscal 1961 
or in fact currently in 1959 and 1960, that you are going to have to 
suspend all apportionments against this fund except ABC until that 
deficit is covered with future revenue. 

Mr. J. C. Atten. That is right, sir, and it will take until 1963 to 
catch up. 

Senator Kerr. If it does as Senator Case has indicated, the appor- 
tionment of additional $4,700 million against it wouldn’t greatly 
accelerate that catch-up proposition, but would just put it further 
down the road. 

Mr. J.C. Atten. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. And I would like to know your response to his in- 
quiry there as to whether or not it wouldn’t creat a much larger deficit 
than is indicated here. 

Mr. Tatiamy. It would. 

Mr. J. C. Atten. It would create a much larger deficit which would 
go over into the years 1963 and 1964 because it takes 3 or 4 years to 
liquidate the obligations created by the apportionment. 
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Senator Kerr. The deficits for 1961 and 1962, in your judgment, 
would not exceed these figures, even though you apportion $214 billion 
Interstate in 1961; $2.2 billion in 1962, and although you get no addi- 
tional revenue for the trust fund. 

Mr. J.C. Atten. That is correct, sir, in my interpretation. 

Senator Casg. Mr. Tallamy, referring again to these tables on page 
8 of this document, is the first column of figures there correctly labeled 
“expenditures” or should that be apportionments, or expenditures? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Those are expenditures. 

Senator Casr. Those are actual expenditures? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. They reflect whatever lag there may be in expendi- 
tures there beyond the apportionments ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. They reflect the expenditures for that particular fis- 
cal year, and they reflect the lag period. 

Senator Case. Then if we had a column which showed the appor- 
tionments for these fiscal years, would the deficits be larger in the final 
column there than are shown in this table? 

Well, if you could proceed and make a for 1962, 
would your final figure in the last column be more than the minus 
$2.166 billion that is shown ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. The table to which you are referring indicates the 
results in the event the apportionments for 1961 and 1962 are made. 

Senator Kerr. Or is to be made. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Or is to be made. 

Senator Case. Well, then, your column which is headed “expendi- 
tures” could be appropriately headed “apportionments,” could it not? 

Mr. Tattamy. No, sir. Those expenditures are the result of appor- 
tioning much different amounts. 

Senator Case. The actual withdrawal of cash from the trust fund? 

Mr. Tatiamy. The expenditures are the actual withdrawals of cash. 
The apportionment would be $2.5 billion for 1961 and $2.2 billion 
for 1962. 

Senator Case. Then it would seem to me that there ought to be two 
more columns in this table; one, to show the apportionments and the 
theoretical deficit by reason of making apportionments, if the amend- 
ment were again suspended. 

Senator Kerr. Now, I think, Senator, that he has told us, and I 
assumed that and I tried very hard to get the picture. 

I think that the figures in that last column do reflect the authorized 
apportionments, although there is no column here which sets forth 
the amount of them. 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. The figure in the last column is the difference, isn’t 
it, between the accumulative expenditures and the accumulative 
receipts ? 

Senator Kerr. Based on the assumption that the apportionments are 
to be made for 1961 and 1962 and expenditures under them normally 
occurring. Isthat right, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 


Senator Case. But the deficit so far as your authority to make ap- 
portionments would be greater than the $2,166 billion. You can’t 
make the apportionments for 1961 and 1962 until you have authority 
or cash that will remove those minus signs, can you ? 
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Mr. Tautiamy. That is correct. We don’t have the authority, but 
this is the result if the apportionments were made or if we had the 
authority. 

Senator Kerr. I appreciate that very much. In other words, | 
think the additional column that we ought to have, is one which will 
reflect the situation if no additional authority is granted, and if no 
additional revenues are provided. 

In other words, I think it would be informative if we had a column 
here which would reflect the situation if the law now in effect is per- 
mitted to remain unchanged and is followed. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I have a series of charts, Senator, which I was going 
to use which I believe will show that very thing that you desire. 

Senator Kerr. Well, that is all right. We will get to that when it 
comes before us, and that then would maybe cause you to amend your 
admonition to me that in attempting to understand the statement of 
the Secretary, I not only should familiarize myself with the Presi- 
dent’s budget, but also the charts which you anticipate providing for 
the committee. 

I would hope there would be no intimation in it that I should have 
previously acquainted myself with the contents of those charts which 
so far as I know, are not yet in existence, if you operate on that basis. 

Mr. Tattamy. I quite agree with you, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. All right. Now, Mr. Secretary, we will postpone 
further questions on that until we have the benefit of the information 
on those charts, but I would like to ask you this: Suppose that the 
Congress does not provide additional revenue. Suppose the Congress 
does not suspend 209(g) with reference to the fiscal years 1961 and 
1962. 

What is the recommendation of the administration with reference 
to the Interstate program ? 

Mr. Auten. As I understand the situation, Senator, if there is no 
change in the law the situation will be as I indicated, that there will 
be no apportionment during 1959 for fiscal 1961. 

There will be $500 million available for apportionment in 1960 for 
1962. 

If there is no change in the law, that would be the situation. 

The administration recommends the enactment of a 114-cent gasoline 
tax to permit the program to go ahead as originally contemplated by 
the act of 1956. We have not yet sent that legislation to Congress, nor 
have we assumed it would not be considered favorably. 

Senator Kerr. What impression have you gotten from such con- 
tacts as you have made as to the likelihood of that legislation being 
enacted by the Congress? 

Mr. Auten. Well, my own opinion, and this is my own opinion, is 
that the Congress if it turns down the recommendations of the admin- 
istration, should come up with a recommendation that seems to the 
Congress to be wise. 

Senator Kerr. Now, could we have the assurance that if the Con- 
gress does come up with legislation to do what it feels would handle 
the situation but which is not following that made by the administra- 
tion, that the action of the Congress would be approved by the adminis- 
tration ? 
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Mr. Auxen. I would defer to the President as to what he does in 
that case. 

Senator Kerr. But you said if Congress didn’t take his recommen- 
dation that it should provide a method of its own, and I was just 
following through one more step and asking you what would be your 
attitude ‘about it in case Congress follow ed this suggestion that you 
have just given us. 

Mr. Atten. I think, Senator, I would await until the Congress acted 
before I came to conclusions as to what I would do or what I might 
guess as to what I might do. 

Senator Kerr. W ell, you are suggesting, then, that the Congress 
take action, but you have no enlightenment to give us as to w hether 
or not it would become futile by reason of the veto. 

Mr. Auten. At this time, I have no further suggestion and recom- 
mendation of the administration. 

Senator Kerr. Then I take it that the administration’s position is 
that Congress either enact legislation providing an additional 114- 
cent gasoline tax or accept the alternate which is no interstate appor- 
tionment for 1961 and an apportionment for 1962 limited to $500 
million ? 

Mr. Auten. I think that the Congress must consider the program 
that it wishes to recommend. 

Senator Kerr. Well, Congress doesn’t recommend to the President, 
although some individual Congressmen might. I have spent 6 years 
doing it, but there seems to be neither provision under the Constitu- 
tion for "Congress to recommend a program to the President nor has 
there been any great record established by the President of accepting 
legislation by the Congress not in accordance with his own recom- 
mendations. 

So why do you now say that Congress should recommend some- 
thing to the President ? 

Mr. Auten. If I can have the privilege of stating the situation more 
accurately, I would say that the Congress should pass such legislation 
as it deems proper under the circumstances. 

Senator Kerr. And do so completely in the dark as to whether or 
not it would be accepted by the administration. 

Mr. Aten. I think that Congress must act upon its own responsi- 
bilities. 

Senator Kerr. Then, according to the best information I have on 
your position, instead of giving us two alternatives you give us three: 
No. 1, enact legislation providing an additional cent and a half gaso- 
line tax, beginning July 1; No. 2, accept the certainty that there will 
be no apportionment for inter state roads for 1961 and only $500 mil- 
lion in 1962; No. 3, pass legislation which, in the judgment of the Con- 
gress, would meet that situation and solve that problem, and then 
hone that it would not be vetoed. 

Mr. Aten. I would say that from my point of view you should 
strike out the word “hope” that it would not be vetoed and I would 
agree with vour statement. 

Senator Kerr. You wouldn’t deny us even the hope, would you? 
You certainly given us no encouragement that it might not be 
vetoed. 
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Do you now want to deny us even the hope that it would not? You 
are permitted to amend for accuracy any time, Mr. Secretary. 

Mr. Aten. As far as I am concerned, the denial of hope is not 
within one of my provinces. 

Senator Kerr. I have been under that impression, but I gather that 
you were about to make it so. 

oe disregarding what we both said, tell us what your reaction to 
that is. 

Mr. Auten. Well, my reaction goes back to the first statement, and 
that is that the President has made his recommendation to Congress, 

—— Kerr. In my judgment, the Congress is not going to follow 
that. 

Now, if you hadn’t been apprised of that, I am sure you have con- 
tact with Members of the Congress and Iam sure he has. I am aware 
of the fact that neither you nor he has asked me what I thought about 
7 but I am volunteering it. I don’t believe Congress is going to do 
that. 

Now, assuming that I am trying to explore and find out, if I can, 
your suggestions or recommendations as to some other course to 
pursue 

Mr. Auten. I am going to stop with the recommendation of the 
administration to the Congress. 

I think then the responsibility is with the Congress, and I know 
from past experience that the Congress is a very able group. 

I would look to see that Congress discharges its responsibility as it 
deems best. 

Senator Kerr. And then the President discharges his as he deems 
best; and if he vetoes, then everybody is satisfied, that is, the Congress 
and the President. Everybody is satisfied but the people who want 
the Interstate System. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, would you permit an interruption?! 

Senator Kerr. I am through 

Senator Case. Well, Mr. Chairman, my experience in this com- 
mittee suggests that the last observation by the Senator from Okla- 
homa would be unfair to himself, for I have very distinct recollec- 
tions that when the President has exercised his judgment and responsi- 
bility as he saw it, to veto a bill, that the Senator from Oklahoma was 
about the most resourceful person I ever met in revamping and 
reshaping the 1958 flood control bill so that it would get the Presi- 
dential signature. 

So that wouldn’t necessarily be the end of the road, even if that 
happened on the highway bill. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I will say to the Senator that I appreciate 
that and must acknowledge his compliment as being both to himself 
and the Senator from Oklahoma because we worked together on 
that, and I won’t say to him that I was getting in the same posture 
here in questioning this witness as to what possibility there was for 
another alternative because I am sure that we are going to be in the 
situation of making one. 

Senator Casg. I just hope the Senator from Oklahoma won’t limit 
me in trying to find a further alternative, because alternatives are 
limited in the nature of the word. But. there are other courses of 
action, and if it should happen that the Congress should enact legis- 
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lation which, under the third course that the Senator suggested, of 
Congress taking action, there might be a number of solutions, and 1 
would think that the attitude of the President might depend upon 
which one we followed. 

Now it is true that the President has recommended that the increase 
of the gasoline tax be enacted. 

It is also true that Congress might do nothing, and the apportion- 
ments cannot be made for the Interstate System. But, beyond that, 
there are several courses of action that I have thought could be 
followed, and I think that they should be explored. 

I do think that the Senator from Oklahoma is rightly pressing the 
Department to be thinking of other courses because while I have no 
knowledge as to what the House Ways and Means Committee will do, 
I assume that any actual move to increase the Federal gasoline tax 
would have to receive the initial approval of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, or any other measure which proposed to raise new 
revenue, unless some revenue bill were passed in the House of Repre- 
sentatives and the Senate Finance Committee, of which the Senator 
from Oklahoma is a member, were to add an amendment in the Senate 
which would deal with the situation. 

But, from a consensus of the opinion that I have heard 
expressed on Capitol Hill, there isn’t very much enthusiasm for 
an increase in the Federal gasoline tax, and I do think that the De- 
partment of Commerce and the Administrator and the Commissioner 
of the Bureau of Public Roads should be exploring other possibilities. 

Now whether or not those would initially come before the Senate 
Committee on Public Works or the Subcommittee on Public Roads, 
I rather doubt. 

I think that the initiative of some step has got to be worked out in 
the House, under the constitutional responsibilities of the House. 

Mr. Atien. I would agree with that, of course. 

Senator McNamara. Don’t you agree that there is very little chance 
of getting this 114 cent increase in the Federal gasoline tax? 

You have heard about the opposition of the 28 Governors who noti- 
fied this committee and Members of Congress generally that they are 
opposed to it and I am sure you heard of the comments of Speaker 
Rayburn who very seldom is wrong in such matters. 

o don’t you assume at this point, and shouldn’t we all assume, that 
there is very little chance of obtaining a 114-cent increase, and 
shouldn’t we be seeking some other means of raising the funds? Don’t 
you think it would be well for your Department, as Senator Case and 
Senator Kerr have suggested, to come up with some other plan or plans, 
after consulting with others in the administration, since, I assume, the 
114-cent figure originated in your Department ? 

There is every indication from where I sit that there is very little 
hope of a gas tax increase, and we might just as well abandon the 
idea and quit talking about it because we are not going to get it. 

Don’t you think now that you ought to take another look to see 
whether there isn’t some other plan you can recommend to this sub- 
committee? That is one of the purposes of this hearing. 

If you can come up with something else, we would appreciate your 
recommendations along the lines these Senators have indicated. 
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I don’t think you have to do it right now, but perhaps tomorrow or 
sometime in the near future. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, I came up here to speak on the admin- 
istration’s position as it is in the Department at this time, and I have 
done so. 

It would be inappropriate, I think, for me to assume or to make a 
different recommendation before the recommendation of the adminis- 
tration is actually submitted to the appropriate committees of the 
Congress. 

I think it would be a little disrespectful to the Congress. 

Senator McNamara. Let’s leave the record there. You don’t have 
any recommendation and you do not think it would be appropriate to 
make one. 

Senator Kerr. I would like to ask him one further question. When 
would you ordinarily make the apportionment for fiscal 1961 ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. In July or August of this year. 

Senator Kerr. So that if there is to be one, then provision of some 
kind will have to be made between now and July or August of this 

ear? 
r Mr. Tatitamy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. The only other result being that it would be delayed 
and how long a delay could it stand and still be effective as the 1961 
apportionment. 

Mr. Tattamy. Twelve months. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, if we didn’t get some action this 
year there could still be time next year for the Congress to take action 
to make it possible for an apportionment for fiscal 1961 to the Inter- 
state System ? 

Mr. Tattamy. You have stated it correctly. However, such a plan 
would seriously disrupt the program. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I was asking to what extent, and you said it 
could be done. Now I gather from your additional statement that it 
might be done efficiently or entirely. 

Mr. Tatitamy. The apportionments are made about 12 months 
ahead of the year. 

Senator Kerr. Of the fiscal year ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Correct. But the whole construction industry, the 
States’ plans, everyone’s plans have been geared to that program and 
if we do not apportion 12 months ahead of the fiscal year, then it 
would seriously disrupt the progress. 

Senator Kerr. So that if the Congress does not take action and be 
able to get it approved by the President, actually we are confronted 
with a situation of no apportionment for the Interstate System for 
1961. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. The worst part of it is that we have encour- 
aged the States to go ahead with a program and they have gone ahead 
and made commitments. Some have floated bonds to meet these 
commitments, and we are really reneging on an obligation, are we not / 

Some of the States have committed themselves to considerable ex- 
pense to raise their portion. They have obligated themselves for 





STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 29 


ponds and higher interest rates, and this is a very serious matter. We 
should all be very much concerned about it. 

Mr. Tatuamy. It is very serious. I agree with you, sir. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I am not a member of the subcom- 
mittee. 

Senator McNamara. While we recognize that we are glad to have 
you with us. 

Senator Case. You have been very generous in letting me make a 
few observations. 

I would like to make one suggestion because I have studied this 
matter somewhat and made some public statements on it, at the 
American Association of State Highway Officials and the Amer- 
ican Road Builders Convention. 

Looking at the thing realistically, my conclusion as of today would 
be this: No. 1, that Congress will not increase the Federal gasoline 
tax; No. 2, that the President would be disposed to veto any pro- 

ocal to make up the so-called deficit by direct appropriation out 
of the General Treasury in view of the total budget situation, and, 
No. 3, that the President also would regard any allocation of addi- 
tional excise taxes in the same way that he would direct appropria- 
tions from the Treasury. 

The Governors have been pointing to the revenues from the auto- 
mobile excise tax and some other taxes of which only 50 percent 
would be in the trust fund. 

The Budget Bureau and the President, in my opinion, would be 
disposed to regard further allocation of those excise taxes in the 
same light as they would a direct appropriation. For if those rev- 
enues were assigned to the trust fund, other revenues or other bor- 
rowing would be required to provide the funds for the Treasury. 

So in my own thinking, I have come to the opinion that if we 
want to maintain the schedule of the apportionments for the Inter- 
state System that we must look at the possibility of an interim bor- 
rowing plan whereby the trust fund would be authorized to issue 
short-term obligations that would meet the hump problems, if you 
understand what I mean by “hump”—and that is where there is a 
demand for cash. 

Senator Kerr. The peak demand ? 

Senator Case. Yes, the peak demand. 

Accompanying that, there should be an extension of the present 
levies which go into the trust fund. At the present time, if my 
recollection is correct, the levies were made substantially for a 16- 
year period. 

If we had an interim borrowing plan to take care of a short-term 
basis cash requirement, those could be obligations of the trust fund, 
so to speak, which would be liquidated in time by the extension of the 
period for which the present highway trust fund levies are made. 

Senator McNamara. Are you talking about 20-year bonds? 

Senator Case. I don’t think that you need 20-year bonds. I think 
that should be operated on a flexible basis. You might not need 20- 
year bonds. No one today can predict accurately what the revenue 
will be from these levies going into the trust fund 6 or 7 years from 
now. 
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I think a flexible borrowing plan, with authority to issue debentures 
would meet the situation and that the levies could retire those deben- 
tures in due course. 

Senator McNamara. Senator, you made some reference to the auto- 
mobile excise tax. You indicated. 50 percent goes into the fund. That 
is not correct, as you know. 

Senator Cass. I said the automobile excise tax, and those levies 
where we do have 50 percent only going into the trust fund. There 
is some where there is only 50 percent. 

Senator McNamara. The trust fund doesn’t get any of the automo- 
bile excise tax except that portion dealing with trucks and trailers 
and buses. There is a 10-percent manufacturers tax and 50 percent 
of that 10 percent of this excise tax on trucks, buses, and trailers goes 
into the fund. However, none of the excise tax on automobiles goes 
into this fund at all. 

Senator Casr. Yes, I understand. 

Senator McNamara. So a considerable proportion of this excise tax 
does not go into the fund and it appears from your conclusions that 
the President would veto any move to transfer part or all of the auto- 
mobille excise tax into the fund. 

I am not quite ready to accept your conclusion in this respect. We 
should give the proposal more consideration, not that I am too much 
concerned with any threat of veto. 

Senator Casr. Of course, every member may look at that argument 
to whatever point of view he has on it, but the automobile industry, 
the same as the cigarette industry, or the same as the jewelry industry 
or the furniture industry has excise taxes. 

Every industry has a certain responsibility for contributing some- 
thing to the Treasury of the United States, and I am inclined to think 
that the Bureau of the Budget and the President would take that 
position. 

Now, the Senator from Michigan may feel, of course, that he 
wouldn’t, but with the very delicate balance that is posed at the present 
time for the annual budget, personally, I suspect that the President 
would be inclined to veto proposals that would affect that balance in 
a major way. 

So I merely make the suggestion because I do think that the Depari- 
ment should look at the realities of the situation and be exploring 
some possible alternatives. It should be studying them. 

Mr, Auten. I will say to the Senator that the suggestions are appre- 
ciated and they will be studied. 

Senator McNamara. Incidentally, we have a total for the figures 
we have compiled here of $1,482,613,000, that amount currently being 
collected as automobile excise taxes does not go into the fund. 

Senator Kerr. I would like the chairman to put those in the record. 

Senator McNamara. I will be happy to put them in the record at 
this point. 

(The figures referred to are as follows :) 

Question. If all special taxes on highway users were used for the highway 
trust fund, would there be enough revenue to cover the highway program? 

Answer. Yes, more than enough, as in fiscal year 1958 a total of $1,428,613,000 


was collected in special taxes on highway users but which did not go into the 
highway fund. 


Question. What are the special taxes not going for highways and approxi- 
mately how much revenue does each produce? 
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Answer. The special taxes not going for highways are: 


% of the 10 percent tax on new trucks, buses, and trailers $103, 052, 000 
All of the 10 percent tax on new passenger cars 1, 170, 003, 000 


All of the 6 cents per gallon tax on lubricating oil 42, 838, 000 
All of the 8 percent tax on automotive parts and accessories_.__._‘°6 166,720, 000 


1, 482, 613, 000 


Senator Case. I might just say one thing more. My thought with 
regard to debentures would be that they should only take care of 
actual cash requirements. If you had authority to go ahead and make 
your apportionments, there is always a lag between the apportion- 
ments and the due date for maturing bills of the contractors, and the 
only cash you would actually need to make the trust fund sound would 
be to have cash in it to pay the maturing bills as they came in from 
the States and approved by you. 

If you had the authority to make the apportionments, go ahead and 
make the apportionments on the schedule and the actual borrowings 
would * be the amount necessary to have cash in there to meet the 
maturing bills. That is why I think it should be a flexible plan, 
short-term borrowings, where the prospective revenues to the fund 
would meet a part of the apportionments or accede to it, according 
to the way in which contracts mature. 

Senator McNamara. We are going to adjourn very shortly. Sen- 
ator McCarthy ? 

Senator McCarruy. I have a note from Senator Randolph of West 
Virginia that he had to attend a funeral. He requested that Mr. 
Tallamy insert in the record at the appropriate place the status of 
the highway program in West Virginia. 

(The data requested are as follows :) 


PROGRESS OF FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM IN WEST VIRGINIA AS OF 
JANUARY 31, 1959 


The Federal-aid highway program in West Virginia is being financed, as in 
other States, from funds apportioned for the fiscal years through 1960. Appor- 
tionments to West Virginia for each of the fiscal years 1958, 1959, and 1960 
are shown in table 1. 

The status of the program in West Virginia on January 31, 1959, is shown in 
table 2. Since July 1, 1956, contracts advertised and funds obligated for sur- 
veys and acquisition of rights-of-way have amounted to $78.6 million in Fed- 
eral funds, for which the corresponding total cost is $112.7 million. A total of 
192 projects is involved, covering improvements to 326 miles of Federal-aid 
highways including 83 bridges. 

A total of 109 projects has been completed since July 1, 1956, at a total cost 
of $32.9 million of which $16.8 million are Federal funds. The completed proj- 
ects provide for 230 miles of construction including 41 bridges. 

As shown in table 3, interstate funds had been obligated as of January 31, 
1959, covering 57 percent of the 1959 fiscal year apportionment. The corres- 
ponding figure for the country as a whole was 83 percent of the 1959 fiscal year 
interstate funds obligated. Obligations of interstate funds in West Virginia 
during the calendar year 1958 amounted to 219 percent of the 1958 fiscal year 
apportionment. 

Obligations of ABC funds in West Virginia to January 31, 1959, covered 85 
percent of the 1958 fiscal year apportionment. The corresponding figure for 
the country as a whole was 71 percent of the 1959 fiscal year ABC funds ob- 
ligated. Obligations of ABC funds in West Virginia during the calendar year 
1958 amounted to 92 percent of the 1958 fiscal year apportionment. 
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TasLE 1.—Federal-aid highway fund apportionments to West Virginia for fiscal 
years 1958, 1959, and 1960 


Class of fund 1958 1959 1960 


Primary $4, 260, 923 $4, 441, 550 

Secondary me owas 3, 667, 813 3, 726, 717 3, 872, 486 

1, 391, 070 1, 424, 824 1, 465, 533 

cia Be a ak oa aes : 9, 262, 921 9, 412, 464 9, 779, 571 

Interstate 20, 252, 080 25, 962, 424 31, 168, 375 
4, 324, 463 


39,699,351 | 40, 947, 946 


1 Funds authorized by sec. 2(a) of Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958. 


TABLE 2.—Status of Federal-aid highway program in West Virginia as of 
Jan. 31, 1959 


Number of| Total cost Federal Miles Number of 
projects funds bridges 


Contracts advertised and funds obli- 


interstate: 
Surveys and design. . 
Right-of-way acquisition ‘ 6, 768, 032 
Construction 37, 944, 832 


Subtotal 50, 821, 962 
“D” funds ! 6, 729, 121 4, 324, 463 





192 | 112, 706, 899 78, 664, 390 


99 31, 285, 305 15, 777, 236 147.4 
III... «: icesscicsaa dis cian leulhccsnmiinins nai baat olde acdineaane i aelcan tte ea Ch aettan dl 
“D” funds ! 1, 581, 790 1, 054, 525 


32, 867, 095 16, 831, 761 


1 Funds authorized by sec. 2(a) of Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958, 


TABLE 3.—Status of Interstate and ABC programs, West Virginia 


Percent of 1959 
fiscal year 
Interstate program : apportionment 


1. Total obligations to Jan. 31, 1959 (58 percent of 1959 fiscal year 
elapsed ) 


Percent of 1958 
fiscal year 
aprortionment 


2. Obligations during calendar year 1958 
ABC program: 

1. Total obligations to Jan. 31, 1959 

2. Obligations during calendar year 1958 

Senator McNamara. Any other questions? 

Senator Kerr. If we do recess until morning, will the Deparument 
have the figures for the additional column here as suggested by Senator 
Case, which would reflect the contemplated apportionments and an 
additional column that would reflect deficits they would expect to 
occur if the 1961 apportionment is not made and if the 1962 apportion- 
ment would be limited to $500 million ? 

Senator McNamara. Do you understand the request, Mr. Tallamy ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, I do. 

Senator McNamara. Will you be able tocomply with it? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 
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(The data requested are as follows :) 


Highway trust fund estimates? 
{In millions] 


1, UNDER EXISTING LEGISLATION, WITH SEC. 209(g) APPLICABLE TO FISCAL YEAR 
1961 AND 1962 APPORTIONMENTS 


Interstate apportionments 
Fiscal year ca Expenditures} Receipts Year-end 
balance 


Date | Amount 


June 29, 1956 $1, 000 $966 $1, 482 $516 
Aug. 1, 1956 1, 700 1, 602 2 134 1, 049 
‘Aug. 1/1957 2 000 
Apr. 16, 1958 200 2, 553 2, 143 639 
1, 1958 2, 500 3, 102 2, 222 —241 

0 2, 809 2 291 —759 

1, 1960 500 2; 284 2) 377 —666 


2, UNDER EXISTING LEGISLATION WITH SEC. 209(g) SUSPENDED FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1961 AND 1962 APPORTIONMENTS 





WEA Seis on the te alt June 29, 1956 $1, 000 $966 $1, 482 $516 
eo Aug. 1, 1956 1,700 1, 602 2 134 1, 049 
1050. ....... Aug. 1, 1957 , 000 - . 
1959...---- Apr. 16, 1958 200 2, 553 2, 143 639 
Aug. 1,1958 2, 500 3, 102 2, 222 —241 
July 1, 1959 2’ 500 3, 109 2' 291 —1, 059 
July 1/1960 2; 200 3, 484 2,377 —2) 166 


1 Subject to any revisions that may be required by = report on the status of the highway trust fund 
to be made by the Secretary of the Treasury on Mar. 1, 1959. 

Senator McNamara. Do you have any objections to appearing here 
at 9:30 tomorrow morning ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Not at all. 

Senator McNamara. Very well. Without objection on the part of 
the committee, the subcommittee is in adjournment until 9:30 
tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 9:30a.m., February 27, 1959.) 
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FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON Pustic Roaps OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 9:35 a.m., in room 412, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Pat McNamara (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators McNamara, Kerr, Randolph, Muskie, Moss, 
Cooper, and Scott. 

Also present: Irving E. Moore, chief clerk; Rodney F. Moulton, 
Theo W. Sneed, John L. Mutz, Eloise Porter, and Frances T. Clark, 
of the committee staff. 

Senator McNamara. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Yesterday, we heard from the Honorable John J. Allen, Jr., Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Transportation. It is my understanding 
that Mr. Allen would like to get away at an early hour, possibly by 
10 o’clock. 

Will you sit up here, Mr. Allen, and be prepared to answer any ques- 
tions that might come up? 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 

Senator McNamara. Some of the members of the committee, par- 
ticularly Senator Cooper, yesterday indicated he had some questions, 
so we had been waiting a little while until he could get here. He will 
be here in just a few moments. 

Senator Kerr, do you have any further questions for the Under 
Secretary ? 

Senator Kerr. Just two or three. What is your ordinary time be- 
tween the apportionment of the money and the actual expenditure of 
those funds? 

As I understand it, it takes place approximately 12 months before 
the beginning of the fiscal year for which they are apportioned. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. ALLEN, JR.; ACCOMPANIED BY BERTRAM 
D. TALLAMY, CLIFTON W. ENFIELD, J. C. ALLEN, AND ROBERT J. 
DODDS, JR.—Resumed 


Mr. Atten. Mr. Tallamy advises me it is a little less than 4 years. 
That is the probable amount of time. 

Senator Kerr. Does that mean before they are completely expended 
or before the commitments have begun to be spent ? 

Mr, Auten. Before they are completely expended, Senator. 


35 
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Senator Kerr. What would be your situation if Congress passed a 
resolution or legislation again waiving or removing the effect of 
209(g) in the 1956 act for fiscal 1961 and 1962? It would be all right 
for Mr. Tallamy to answer for you. 

Mr. Auten. I think it would be better. 

Mr. TatLamy. Senator, in reply to that, if the 209(g) amendment 
was suspended for 2 more years, we would make an apportionment 
of $2.5 billion this July and a $2.2 billion the following July, the 
amounts that are authorized. 

Senator Kerr. That would be for fiscal 1961—this July—and fiscal 
1962, a year from this July ? 

Mr. Tatutamy. Correct. We would be able to make no apportion- 
ment for fiscal 1963; and no apportionment for fiscal 1964. 

Senator Kerr. Without an additional suspension ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Exactly. 

Senator Kerr. I am just asking about 1961 and 1962. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is what would happen insofar as apportion- 
ments are concerned for 1961 and 1962. 

The trust fund would have a deficit in 1961 of $1.059 billion, and 
in 1962, of $2.166 billion. 

Senator Kerr. Those are the figures you had for us yesterday? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. How many States would find themselves compelled 
to either stop awarding interstate construction contracts or postpone 
them if the Congress did nothing that would permit 1961 apportion- 
ments to be made in July, but did act in the first half of calendar year 
1960 to either provide the funds or suspend 209(¢) ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. There are seven States that are now utilizing 1958 
funds. The rest of the States would, in my opinion, be in trouble; 
all the rest of the States but seven. 

Senator Kerr. Are already using fiscal 1960 funds and many of 
them will be out of funds before July 1960. 

Mr. Tatuamy. All of the rest of them are using 1959 or 1960 
funds. 

There are 30 States using 1959 funds, and I believe that practically 
all of those 30 States will have used up their 1959 fiscal year funds 
by the end of the fiscal year. 

There are therefore only seven States that would move over into 
the 1959 fund at the end of this year, and only seven would not be in 
trouble. 

Senator Kerr. Your counsel yesterday told me, at least I think 
he did, that when 209(g) was suspended for fiscal 1959 and 1960 
and the deficit credited, that without further action by the Congress 
that deficit would have to be eliminated by collections into the trust 
fund before the trust fund would be in fiscal condition for the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, and I believe also your Secretary or whoever 
is in charge of that responsibility, to make the estimate required by 
the law which would permit further apportionments. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Now, is there any provision in the 1956 act that 
authorizes borrowing by your Department or the Secretary of Com- 
merce from the Treasury and paying interest on borrowed money 
so that the road program can continue without interruption? 
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Mr. TatuAmy. In the original 1956 act, there is permission, or com- 
mission to borrow. 

Senator Kerr. Is it permission or direction ? 

Mr. Tauuamy. It’s really, I think, a combination of the two because 
the authority is to take care of overruns in actual expenditures beyond 
what might be anticipated when the apportionments were made. 

The apportionments should have been made so that we would not 
create any obligations in excess of the trust fund to meet them, but 
if the estimates were incorrect, either as to receipts or expenditures, 
then we had authority to borrow from the general fund to make up 
that difference, and of course, that is the situation as a result of the 
1958 act. 

Senator Kerr. Well, I wonder if the counsel would just read us that 
authority ? 

Mr. Enrtetp. It is contained in two provisions. 

Senator Kerr. It is title II; isn’t it? 

Mr. Enrteip. Section 209 of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, 
Senator. The first provision is 209(d). 

Senator McNamara. Will you wait just a moment, Mr. Enfield, until 
we find the correct section. 

Mr. Enrtexp. It is on page 26 of Public Law 627. 

Senator Kerr. All right. 

Mr. Enrtexp. Section 209(d), entitled “Additional Appropriations 
tothe Trust Fund,” reads: 

There are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Trust Fund as repayable 
advances, such additional sums as may be required to make the expenditures 
referred to in subsection (f). 

Then the provisions of 209(f) apply, entitled “Repayment of Ad- 
vances From the General Fund,” and that reads: 

Advances made pursuant to subsection (d) shall be repaid, and interest on 
such advances shall be paid to the general fund of the Treasury when the 
Secretary of the Treasury determines the moneys are available in the Trust 
Fund for such purposes. Such interest shall be at rates computed in the same 
manner as computed in subsection (e) (2), and shall be compounded annually. 

Senator Kerr. I take it that that authority with reference to funds 
required to make payments on apportionments that were made follow- 
ing the estimate of the Secretary of the Treasury that the apportion- 
ment could be made. 

Mr. Enrietp. Well, in my opinion this does not authorize the making 
. eC. advances to cover the entire deficit by reason of the waiver 
of 209(g). 

The Teateletive history, I think, clearly sets forth that this pro- 
vision was put into the act so as to provide a borrowing power in the 
event the estimates were not entirely correct. 

Senator Kerr. Let’s go at it another way. That was not intended 
to apply with reference to providing money not needed to make appor- 
tionments which had been made pursuant to estimates, but was put in 


there to provide the means of financing apportionments made pursuant 
to estimates. 


Mr. Enrtetp. That is correct. 
Senator Kerr. That is the situation; isn’t it? 
Mr. Enrievp. That is correct, sir. 
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Senator Kerr. In other words, it would be meaningless to have 
the provision in there that the apportionment couldn’t be made unless 
the estimates had been made and then have means to financing the 
apportionment that had been made otherwise on the basis of an 
estimate. 

Mr. Enrtetp. That is correct. Of course, at the time 209(d) was 
put into the act, as I recall the legislative history, 209(g¢) was not a 
part of this bill that gave rise to the act, and the thought behind the 
repayable advance was not to make up the deficit by reason of waiving 
209(g) because there was no 209(g) provisions at that time. 

It was to make up the short-term deficit by reason of the estimate of 
receipts. 

Geantor Kerr. By reason of the deficit occurring under an appor- 
tionment which had been made based on an estimate ? 

Mr. Enrrevp. That is correct. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you, very much. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Cooper, you have indicated that you 
have some questions. I might say to you, Senator, that the Under 
Secretary is due to leave here in less than 10 minutes, so we would 
like to get into your questioning. 

Senator Kerr. I want to say to the Senator from Kentucky that I 
only got into this because you were not here, and was not substituting 
for you nor in lieu of you, but merely because the thought had come 
to me and I thought I would give the Secretary the benefit of it since 
you were not here to entertain him. 

Senator Coorer. I am very glad that you not only took my place 
but did much better than if I had been here. 

I know that you just have a few minutes, Mr. Secretary, and per- 
haps some of the questions I have to ask have been asked before. 

Yesterday when you testified, Mr. Secretary, I noted on page 2 of 
your statement that on December 31, 1958, there was a balance of 
$526 million in the trust fund. 

Then later on, Senator Kerr brought out that you expected a balance 
of some $600 million, I believe, in the trust fund on July 30. 

Senator Kerr. June 30. 

Senator Cooper. June 30, 1959, I think that is correct. 

Mr. Auten. That was my statement yesterday. 

Senator Coorer. You went on to point out that after that you ex- 
pected deficits in the trust fund, and as I understand it is because of 
those deficits you would not be able to make any apportionment of 
funds for interstate highways for fiscal 1960 and 1961. 

Senator Kerr. 1961? 

Senator Coorrr. It is always 2 years in advance. This is my first 
meeting, as a member of this committee other than the organization. 
I used to serve on it, but am not as familiar as certain members of 
the committee are during those years. 

But, as I understand it, because of this deficit that you will be un- 
able to make the apportionments in the ordinary course. Now I will 
ask you this: We passed this pay bill which suspended for a time 
the provisions which required that the trust fund integrity should be 
maintained. 

Is there any possibility of assuring the integrity of this trust fund 
and consequently assuring apportionment for the construction of the 
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Interstate System unless additional revenue is provided to that fund, 
either by general appropriations or by a special levy such as was 
recommended by the President of the United States? 

Mr. Auten. My understanding is that under present law, the fund 
must have integrity to support the allocations for the future based 
upon the estimates of what will be in them. 

Without a change in legislation, there would be no possibility under 
present law of making the allocations other than as stated in my 
statement. 

Senator Coorrr. I understand that. As I understand it, the sus- 
pension of the requirement last year was a temporary suspension. 

Mr. Auten. I think that is so. 

Senator Cooper. And now, as far as future apportionments may 
be made, we are limited by the provisions of the Financing Act for 
the Interstate System. 

Mr. Auten. That is correct. 

Senator Cooper. Which does require integrity in the trust fund. 

Well then, that being so, is it a fact that no apportionments will be 
made or can be made under the law unless money is furnished to that 
trust fund—either by general appropriations from the Treasury, or 
by a special levy of some kind, or perhaps the kind that was recom- 
mended by the President of the United States. 

Are we faced with that determination ? 

Mr. Aten. I think that is a correct statement as to the 2 years 
mentioned, one of which would involve no apportionment; the other 
only $500 million and then subsequently, we would be back to the 
operation of the law in a more nearly normal contemplated basis. 

Senator Cooper. What effect did the action last year suspending 
the requirements relating to the trust fund have upon the trust fund? 
To what extent did it contribute to the deficit or the expected deficit ? 

Mr. AtLEN. Well, generally, the authorization under section 209 
permitted the allocations that might have been made over several 
years to be made more quickly so that the allocations that might have 
been anticipated under the original act for the 2 years 1958, 1959, and 
1960, also, were actually made in 1958. Then there were other 
additions. 

Senator Cooper. Is this deficit a consequence of increased cost? 

Mr. Auten. No, sir. 

Senator Coorer. Or a consequence of reduced receipts, receipts 
which were smaller than contemplated or expected ? 

Mr. ALLEN. It is a result of the spending on a faster program than 
was originally intended and, therefore, spending faster than the fund- 
ing is anticipated to come in, as originally intended. 

Senator Coorrer. That is all I wanted to find out. I just wanted 
to find out this one thing: That unless the Congress further suspends 
the legal requirements of the trust fund and thereby adds that burden 
to the general appropriations, or unless we levy some new tax such as 
proposed by the President, there cannot be any apportionments until 
the trust fund is restored to its integrity ; is that correct? 

Mr. AtLEN. Yes, sir; unless there is a change of law, the apportion- 
ments are anticipated to be as I stated in my statement yesterday. 

Senator Kerr. Would it be just as correct to say until the trust fund 
is restored to solvency as provided by the act as it is to say until the 
trust fund is restored to integrity ? 
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Senator Coorrr. That might be the same, but yours is a little more 
clearer. 

I would like to ask one other question, if I may, Mr. Chairman. 

I say I am not now arguing the substance of the President’s pro- 
posal to increase the gasoline tax. ; 

As I understand it, that is not a matter before this committee in 
any way. ee 

Senator Kerr. No; it isnot. 

Senator Coorer. But before the Finance Committee. But I must 
say I am rather surprised to think of this situation, taking that situs- 
tion that here is an act where 90 percent of the cost of building these 
roads is paid by the Federal Government and 10 percent by the States. 

Yet I read this statement where a lot of Governors are opposing 
means to give solvency to the fund which will enable these interstate 
roads to be built in their States, and they are only providing 10 percent 
of the funds. 

The very logic of that is rather difficult for me to understand. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Mr. Allen. 

Senator Coorrr. Mr. Chairman, I was wondering if there was any 
comment. 

Mr. Auten. I don’t have a direct comment that occurs to me. In 
past times the function of building roads and the function of financing 
them has been largely a State matter. 

Possibly we are in the process of a readjustment of thinking of some 
kind which makes the situation more difficult. 

Senator McNamara. You have indicated you have an important 
engagement and you wanted to getaway. Ihave done my best for you. 

Mr. Atten. I appreciate it very much, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you again, Mr. Allen. 

This morning we will hear from Mr, Tallamy, Federal Highway 
Administrator, Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. Tallamy, I understand you have a prepared statement and 
copies are being distributed. You may proceed in your own manner. 

r. Tatnamy. Mr. Chairman, I thought that in the interest of 
saving time, I would file this statement and then proceed to discuss 
the charts which I have prepared which show the problem, the finan- 
cial problem and the apportionment problem with which we are all 
confronted. 

Senator McNamara. All right, sir, if that is your desire the entire 
statement will be made part of the record at this point and you can 
proceed from there. 

(The prepared statement of Hon. Bertram D. Tallamy, Federal 
Highway Administrator, Bureau of Public Roads, is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. BERTRAM D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR 
STATUS OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT 


The status of improvement of the National System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways as of December 31, 1958, is discussed in detail in the document en- 
titled “Progress Report on the Federal-Aid Highway Program,” submitted to 
the Congress on January 31, 1959, in accordance with the provisions of sec- 
tion 101(b), title 23, United States Code and section 5 of Public Law 85-867 
(originally sec. 116 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956). The basic ma- 
terial in the report was prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads with the co- 
operation of the State highway departments. I believe it would be desirable at 


the outset to present a brief summary of the highlights of the report as it 
relates to the Interstate System. 


tie ats at At 
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Improvements meeting Interstate System standards and adequate for present 
traflic have been completed on 4,831 miles or 12 percent of the Interstate System. 
This total includes 130 miles of completed improvements not yet opened to 
traffic. 

Some construction has been completed but further major improvements are 
necessary on an additional 2,665 miles or 6 percent of the Interstate System. 
These improvements are not considered adequate for present traffic, however. 

Construction was underway on 3,967 miles or 10 percent of the system. 

Surveys and plans were completed and rights-of-way had been acquired on 
an additional 342 miles on which construction could be started immediately. 
Such work was underway on an additional 16,501 miles or 41 percent of the 
system. 

In summary, the above data indicate construction work completed or under- 
way on 11,463 miles or 28 percent of the Interstate System. Work on sur- 
veys and plans or acquisition of rights-of-way was underway or completed on 
16,843 miles or 41 percent of the system. 

The construction mileages referred to above include all improvements on 
the Interstate System whether financed as Federal-aid interstate projects, as 
other free facilties, or as toll roads. The total construction mileage includes 
6,384 miles financed from interstate funds, 2,824 miles of other free facilities, 
and 2,255 miles of toll roads. 

Federal-aid interstate projects were completed or underway as of December 
$1, 1958, at a total cost of $6.5 billion, of which $4.8 billion were Federal-aid 
interstate funds. These totals include projects for which work was done or 
funds obligated prior to July 1, 1956. 


FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM PROCEDURES 


Before dealing in greater detail with the current status of the highway pro- 
gram, it may be helpful to offer a few general statements for background pur- 
poses. The Federal-aid highway programs in each State is made up of numer- 
ous individual projects in all stages from the initial programing to comple- 
tion. For the United States there are nearly 20,000 projects underway, and 
the number of new projects totals about 11,000 each year. 

The funds authorized for each fiscal year are apportioned among the States 
in accordance with formulas prescribed in Federal-aid highway legislation in- 
volving the factors of area, population, mail route mileage, and cost of com- 
pleting the Interstate System. The State highway departments then submit 
programs of projects to the Bureau of Public Roads for improvement with the 
funds. Following approval of programs the States are authorized to proceed 
with surveys and plans and acquisition of right-of-way. 

When detailed plans, specifications and estimates have been prepared, they 
are submitted to Public Roads for approval. Concurrently with approval, the 
States are authorized to proceed with advertising for bids. After bids are 
opened, the State determines its action with regard to award or rejection of 
bids and submits its findings to Public Roads for concurrence. 

Following the award of contract by the State highway department, the success- 
ful bidder is notified by the State to begin work. The construction work is 
supervised by the State highway department and inspected at periodic intervals by 
Public Roads field engineers. 

Payments to the contractor for work done on Federal-aid projects are made by 
the State from State funds. To obtain reimbursement for the Federal share the 
State submits vouchers to Public Roads indicating for each project the amount of 
work done and claiming the Federal portion that is due. Upon completion of a 
project it is finally inspected and a determination made by Public Roads that it 
was constructed in accordance with the approved plans, specifications, and esti- 
mates, after which the project costs are audited and the final payment is made. 
Maintenance of Federal-aid highway projects is a responsibility of the States. 


PROGRESS OF THE FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM 


Excellent progress is being made in advancing the Federal-aid highway pro- 
gram authorized by the Federal-Aid Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958. In pre- 
vious appearances before this subcommittee I have testified that the program was 
on schedule. I am pleased to report that it is still on schedule 2%4 years after 
passage of the act of 1956. For the whole period from July 1, 1956, to December 
31, 1958, the projected goal in terms of obligations of funds was $6.297 billion. 
Actually during that period, obligations totaled $6.685 billion or 106 percent of 
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the goal that had been set. Funds are obligated when construction contracts 
are advertised and when surveys and plans or right-of-way acquisition are 
authorized. 


Interstate program 


The interstate program continues to advance rapidly. For the period since 
July 1, 1956, to December 31, 1958, interstate obligations amounted to $4.502 
billion, or 107 percent of the goal established for that period. As a result, about 
76 percent of the 1959 fiscal year interstate funds had been obligated as of 
December 31. 

Contracts were advertised for 2,522 projects during that time, at a total cost 
of $3.5 billion, of which $3.1 billion were Federal funds. The projects provide 
for improvements on 6,689 miles of the Interstate System, including construction 
of 5,988 bridges. In addition, right-of-way acquisition was authorized at a cost 
of $1.106 billion in Federal funds, and surveys and plans were authorized totaling 
$334 million in Federal funds. 

Since July 1, 1956, a total of 1,045 interstate projects were completed at a total 
cost of $944 million, including $731 million of Federal funds. The projects pro- 
vide for improvements on 3,159 miles of the Interstate System, consisting of 
2,067 miles of high-type bituminous and portland cement concrete pavement, 
1,047 miles of graded and drained earth road or temporary surface, and 45 miles 
of bridges involving 2,087 structures. 


ABC program (primary, secondary, urban extensions) 


The ABC program, likewise, is progressing rapidly. ABC obligations since 
July 1, 1956, amounted to 103 percent of the projected goal. Federal funds total- 
ing $2.1 billion were obligated during this period, and contracts were advertised 
for 56,803 miles of highway construction. Construction was completed during 
this period on projects totaling 60,112 miles, at a total cost of $3.6 billion, of 
which $1.8 billion are Federal funds. About 64 percent of the 1959 fiscal year 
ABC funds had been obligated as of December 31, 1958. 


D and L fund program 


The program financed from the special $400 million authorization of D funds 
and $115 million of repayable advances identified as L funds progressed on 
schedule and in accordance with the intent of the act of 1958. Every State 
had its entire allotments of D funds under contract by December 1, 1958, and 
project agreements had been executed by December 31, 1958, as required by the 
authorizing legislation. All but 3 States used repayable advances authorized by 
the 1958 act. 

Availability of the special D and L funds and the requirement that they be 
placed under contract by December 1, 1958, did not delay the regular ABC or 
interstate programs. From April 16, 1958, when the special funds became avail- 
able for obligation, until December 1, 1958, when the D funds were fully obli- 
gated, the ABC obligations amounted to 113 percent of the projected goal and 
interstate obligations amounted to 118 percent of the goal. 

The special D and L funds are being used almost entirely for construction, with 
associated right-of-way and surveys and plans work financed with regular ABC 
funds. Contracts were advertised on a total of 12,136 miles of construction. 
This total includes 7,823 miles of high-type bituminous or portland cement con- 
crete paving, 2,227 miles of intermediate-type surfacing, and 2,057 miles of 
gravel surfacing or graded and drained earth road. A total of 1,336 bridges 
is included in the work. 

USE OF APPORTIONED FUNDS 


Most States have made gratifying individual progress in their use of Federal-aid 
highway funds apportioned for 1960 and prior fiscal year. As of January 1, 1959, 
all but 7 States had utilized some portion of 1959 interstate funds and 27 States 
had utilized at least half of 1959 fiscal year interstate funds. All but 6 States 
had utilized some portion of 1959 ABC funds, and 33 States had utilized at least 
half of their 1959 ABC funds. 

Several States are in a position to utilize interstate funds at a faster rate than 
is provided under present legislation. One State is expediting improvement of 
the Interstate System by means of advance construction projects financed under 
the provisions of section 115 of title 23, United States Code, relating to construc- 
tion by States in advance of apportionment, wherein any State that has utilized 
its apportionments of interstate funds to date may construct additional projects 
without the aid of Federal funds and receive reimbursement therefor when addi- 
tional interstate funds are apportioned. Several other States are considering 
similar action. 
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STATUS OF HIGHWAY TRUST FUND 


Revenues accruing to the highway trust fund since it was established on 
July 1, 1956, have been very close to the original estimates. On December 31, 
1958, there was a balance of $526 million in the trust fund. However, a deficit is 
anticipated in the trust fund by the end of the fiscal year 1960 unless additional 
revenues are provided. 

FUTURE PROGRAM 


Under the provisions of section 209(g) of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, 
the full amounts authorized to be appropriated for the Interstate System cannot 
be apportioned to the States if the estimated revenues to be placed in the high- 
way trust fund will not be sufficient to defray required expenditures from the 
fund. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958 suspended the limitations of this 
section for the 1959 and 1960 fiscal year apportionments in order that the inter- 
state program could be maintained on schedule. The 1958 act also provided in- 
creased authorizations for fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 1961. 

No additional revenues were provided to cover the increased expenditures re- 
sulting from these provisions of the 1958 act. As a consequence, under existing 
legislation there will be a deficit in the highway trust fund beginning in the fiscal 
year 1960 and continuing to the end of the fiscal year 1963, after which estimated 
receipts and expenditures would be in balance. However, there could be no ap- 
portionment of interstate funds for the fiscal year 1961, and the interstate ap- 
portionment for the fiscal year 1962 would amount to only about $500 million. 
Thenceforth the interstate apportionment would range from $1.7 billion to $1.8 
billion per year in accordance with amounts estimated to be available in the 
highway trust fund for liquidation of the interstate program. 

Under the provisions of section 209(b) of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, 
it is the declared policy of the Congress that it “shall enact legislation in order to 
bring about a balance of total receipts and total expenditures” in the highway 
trust fund. Such a balance, including requirements for retaining receipts from 
taxes on aviation gasoline in the general fund and for financing forest highways 
and public lands highways from the highway trust fund as proposed in the 1960 
budget document, can be accomplished by increasing the Federal tax on gasoline, 
diesel, and special motor fuel, from 3 cents per gallon to 414 cents per gallon for 
the 2-year period commencing July 1, 1959, and ending June 30, 1961. 

The additional revenue which would be made available by such increase would 
amount to approximately $1.593 billion. The additional sums accruing to the 
highway trust fund during fiscal years 1960 and 1961 would provide for the 
estimated expenditures from the trust fund through June 30, 1961, with a surplus 
of approximately $410 million. 

These figures are based upon recent estimates by the Treasury Department of 
trust fund revenues for fiscal years 1959, 1960, and 1961 and estimates made 
by the Bureau of Public Roads of expenditures from the trust fund for the same 
period under the continuing program authorized by the 1958 act. The estimates 
are subject to any adjustments that may be necessary by reasons of the March 1, 
er report by the Secretary of the Treasury on the status of the highway trust 
und. 

In order that the full amount of the Interstate System funds authorized to be 
appropriated for fiscal years 1961 and 1962 may be apportioned to the States, 
thereby maintaining the program on schedule as established by the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1958, it would also be necessary under the limitations of section 
209(g) of the Highway Revenue Act of 1956, to provide adequate funds to cover 
the contemplated expenditures. The proposed temporary motor fuel tax in- 
crease of 1% cents per gallon continued for three additional fiscal years, through 
fiscal year 1964, would provide adequate funds to liquidate the obligations of 
the United States resulting from the apportionment of interstate funds in the 
amount of $2.5 billion for the fiscal year 1961, and $2.2 billion for the fiscal year 
1962 as authorized by the 1958 act. 

Additional revenue is necessary because at the time of making the appor- 
tionments for the fiscal year 1961 (about July 1959) and for fiscal year 1962 
(about July 1960), a determination must be made that there will be a sufficient 
amount in the highway trust fund to meet all obligations resulting from these 
and prior apportionments. Such obligations will not be fullly liquidated until 
about the middle of fiscal year 1964. 

In January 1961, the Secretary of Commerce will submit to the Congress two 
fundamental reports required by the Highway Acts of 1956 and 1958. The first 
will present the latest detailed estimate for the cost of completing the Inter- 
state System. The second report will present the conclusions derived from a 
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4-year study of highway user taxes, direct and indirect beneficiaries of the 
highway systems, and findings regarding the equitable distribution of highway 
user taxes among the various classes of users and those otherwise deriving 
benefits from highways. Thus in 1961 the Congress, with the benefit of these 
two basic reports, will have the opportunity to consider what possible adjustments 
might be made in the tax structure for the equitable distribution of such taxes 
for highway purposes, and to provide for appropriate financing and scheduling 
of apportionments required to complete the Interstate System as originally con- 
templated. 

Mr. Tattamy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to point out by way of beginning that the highway 
trust fund is composed of a number of different levies at the moment— 
gasoline and diesel fuel taxes which go to the trust fund amounted to 
3 cents per gallon. 

The truck, bus, and trailer taxes which go to the trust fund amounts 
to 5 percent of the manufactured price. 

Tire taxes amount to 8 cents per pound of tires; innertubes 9 cents 
per pound of innertubes. 

Then there is a retread rubber tire tax amounting to 3 cents per 
pound, and a heavy vehicle use tax amounting to a dollar and a half, 
per 1,000 pounds for vehicles having a gross weight in excess of 
26,000 pounds. 

In addition to that, the Treasury invests any surplus which may 
exist in the trust fund and we have the interest available for the trust 
fund which those investments yield. 

I might point out that last year those total taxes amounted to 
$2.043 billion. The gasoline and diesel fuel tax amounted to $1.597 
billion. The rest were relatively small. Truck and bus taxes, $110 
million; tires and inner tubes, $274 million; retread rubber, $11 mil- 
lion; heavy vehicle use, $33 million; and interest, $17 million, to give 
the total of $2.043 billion. 

When the 1956 act was contemplated, the Congress had before it 
estimates of revenue available for the trust fund and I thought you 
might be interested to have some figures today which would indicate 
the relationship between the original estimates of funds going into 
the trust fund and what the actual amount is. 

During the time of the consideration of the 1956 act, it was estimated 
that as of December 31, 1958, $4.620 billion would have gone into the 
trust fund. 

Actually, $4.579 billion has gone in, so that you see the estimates 
were unusually good. 

The receipts were $41 million below what was estimated originally. 
We have had some discussion in regard to the problem which confronts 
us today in relation to apportionment, and I have prepared some 
charts which I think may be helpful in appreciating the magnitude 
and the causes of the problem. 

Senator McNamara. Have these charts been reduced so they can be 
made part of the record ? 

Mr. Tattamy. They have been reduced and I will present them to 
you for the record. 

Senator McNamara. All right, they will be made a part of the 
record as you refer to them. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I am now referring to chart No. 1. 

(Chart No. 1 is as follows:) 
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Mr. Tatuamy. Chart No. 1 shows apportionments which are per- 
mitted if there are sufficient funds in the trust fund, for the fisca] 
years shown on the bottom. ny 

The original act called for apportionment of $1 billion for 1957. It 
called for apportionment of $1.7 billion for 1958, and it called for 
apportionment of $2 billion for 1959. 

Now the act of 1958 raised the 1959 authorization by $200 million, 
so that brought the 1959 apportionment up to $2.2 billion as shown, 

In 1960, the original authorization under the 1956 act was $22 
billion, and the 1958 act increased that by $300 million to $2.5 billion. 

The original act authorized $2.2 billion for 1961, but the 1958 act 
raised that $300 million to $2.5 billion. 

The remainder of the program shows the apportionments which 
can be made under the situation with which we are now confronted 
as a result of these increased authorizations and as a result of certain 
assumptions that I made in preparing this chart which I will describe 
to you now. 

Possibly before doing that, however, because this goes through all 
of the charts, I would like to point out that there was a $315 million 
balance from authorizations from prior to 1956 which moved over 
into the trust fund and became an obligation against the trust fund. 

Now the base assumption on which these apportionments are made 
under the terms of the existing act depends upon the amount of money 
which will be used from the trust fund to support the ABC program— 
primary, secondary, and urban programs. 

We assumed by 1964 the ABC program would reach $1 billion an- 
nually and remain at the $1 billion level. The ABC program today 
is $900 million. 

We also assume that some small amounts such as bridges over dams 
which are authorized, and damage resulting from floods would also 
come out of the ABC program. 

The basic assumption, therefore, is that all of those moneys for sup- 
porting the ABC program comes out of the trust fund first. 

Now, we have actually made the apportionments for the fiscal years 
through 1960; we have apportioned the $1 billion, the $1.7 billion, the 
$2.2 billion, and the $2.5 billion under the 1958 act and the 1956 act. 
Tn other words, we have apportioned $7.4 billion. 

We apportioned last year $1.5 billion more than we could have ap- 
portioned under the terms of the 1956 act. This amount is composed 
of $400 million for a new ABC program, a special program—$200 
million for fiscal 1959, and for 1960 we apportioned $900 million more 
than we would have apportioned under the 1956 act, even though 
under the 1956 act we would have been able, by authority, to appor- 
tion $2.2 billion. 
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The reason for that $900 million increase over what we would have 
apportioned is that a trust fund could not have supported anything 
more than a $1.6 billion apportionment for 1960. 

So all together then, the $900 million, the $200 million, and the 
$400 million give us $1.5 billion more than we could have apportioned 
last year under a program supported by the trust fund. 

Now as a result of that we cannot make the apportionment which 
is authorized for 1961 because the trust fund wouldn’t support it. 

The apportionment this year would result in expenditures later 
on, and the trust fund wouldn’t support that. 

Next year, we would only be able to apportion $500 million for 
1962. The following year it would then jump up to $1.7 billion, and 
carry that level over to 1967, when we could go to $1.8 billion. 

Now since we could not go up to the full level of apportionment 
here without overdrawing the trust fund, under the existing law we 
defer the difference between what we can apportion and what we have 
authority to apportion until the money is in the trust fund. 

We then can make these deferred apportionments and bring them 
over to 1971 and we can carry them over at the level of $1.8 billion 
to the year of 1970. Then we drop down to $1.229 billion for the year 
1971. 

There is still some authorization which we would never be able 
to apportion under existing legislation. That amounts to $2.496 bil- 
lion because if we made it anywhere back in here, we would overdraw 
the trust fund by that amount. 

Now if I may have the next chart. 

(Chart No. 2 is as follows :) 
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Senator McNamara. On chart No. 1, this small surplus you had, 
this $315 million, has disappeared in the years up to and including 
1960, is that right ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right, that has disappeared. 

Senator McNamara. That has been absorbed and has now passed 
out of the picture ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is practically absorbed now. Certainly by the 
time this money is spent in 1960, it wil be completely absorbed. 

Senator Coorrer. Mr. Chairman, might I ask a question ? 

Senator McNamara. Go right ahead. 

Senator Coorrer. For what purpose was that green on chart No. 1 
authorized—your first authorization ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. This one? 

Senator Cooper. Yes. 

Mr. Tattamy. Those were unexpended balances from authoriza- 
tions which were made by acts prior to the 1956 act and when the 
1956 act was passed it stated that expenditures on account of prior 
authorizations had to be absorbed by the trust fund. 

Senator Cooper. You say in the last figure you have there that 
unless the laws change there will be no funds to support those au- 
thorizations. 

What are those authorizations and when were they made ? 

Mr. Tattamy. What are these authorizations ? 

Senator Cooper. Yes. 

Mr. Tatuamy. They are the sum of the authorizations which have 
already been made by the acts of 1956 and 1958. They are effected 
by the amount of money that goes into the ABC program. 

In other words, the unauthorized amount depends upon the amount 
that is spent for ABC programs and the amount of money that can 
go into the trust fund. 

Now the details of this unauthorized amount I cannot give you pre- 
cisely. You will recall that I said we had an increase in authorization 
of $800 million, consisting of $200 million for 1959 and $300 million 
for each of 1960 and 1961, and so therefore, we have an increase in 
authorization over what was originally contemplated. 

That is a part of this, Senator. 

Senator Coorrer. That is in the 1958 act? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is right, that is a part, the $800 million of the 
1958 act is a part of the $2.496 billion. 

The other part is represented by expenditures for the ABC program 
of $1.519 billion over what was originally before the committee when 
they had the 1956 act under consideration. Then they carried a 
$900 billion a year program all the way through as a base. 

This chart is based upon $1 billion ABC program from 1964 on, 
and the reason for that is that we want to be conservative in con- 
sideration of Interstate program requirements and to be conservative, 
we had to take mto consideration the last hearings of the House of 
Representatives regarding the ABC program. 

It was indicated that they contemplated increasing the ABC pro- 
gram to $1 billion and hold it constant at that level. 





50 STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 


So, to be conservative in the presentation of our figures, we used 
what was said in the House hearings. 

Senator Cooper. I don’t want to interrupt you, but you pointed out 
in that $2.400 billion of authorization which cannot be funded unless 
changes are made in the law, $800 million of that amount is repre- 
sented by increases in authorization last year in the 1958 act which 
would go to the Interstate highway development. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cooper. Now, how much of that deficit was authorized last 
year in the 1958 act by the ABC fund? Did the whole $1.600 billion 
or the remaining $1.600 billion result from that act? 

Mr. Tatitamy. No, about $400 million was the result of the author- 
izations of last year for the ABC program and that is the only addi- 
tional authorizations of ABC under the 1958 act which is in this 
$2.496 billion. 

Senator McNamara. That came out of your trust fund; is that 
right ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. Yes, sir. Now, I think maybe I can help clarify 
this whole dicussion if I point out that there originally was a balance 
between estimated funds in the trust fund and the authorizations 
which were made. It was a balance over the whole period. 

That balance is disturbed now because we have added $400 million 
for the ABC program. We have added $800 million for the Inter- 
state System program and we have, in order to be conservative, 
figured on our chart on the $1 billion program rather than a $900 
million program for 1964 to 1972. 

That is the reason we have an unfinanced authorization here. 

Senator Coorer. What it amounts to then is that Congress, last 
year by its action, is responsible for the $1,200 billion of this deficit. 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is right. 

Senator Cooper. And you have estimated that over the period of 
years that lies ahead, an additional $100 million in ABC authoriza- 
tions will make the other $1,200 billion? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir; that is substantially correct. 

Now, chart No. 2 shows a little more information than was indi- 
cated by chart No. 1. It shows what the situation would be in the 
event, in 1961, the Congress desires to develop a financing plan to com- 
plete the Interstate System in the originally scheduled period of 
time. 
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I would like to point out that if we made the authorized apportion- 
ments for 1961 of $214 billion and in 1962, $2.2 billion, that the entire 
system could be completed from then on in the original scheduled 
period by these apportionments which are indicated as the top line 
of the chart, beyond the fiscal year of 1962. 

The importance of that is, I think, to show that we do not need to 
consider today a long-range financing program. 

We need today to consider the matter of financing authorizations 
for 1961 and 1962 so that we can consider a long-range financing pro- 
gram in the light of the reports which are going to be submitted to 
Congress in January of 1961. One of those reports concerns the 
equitable distribution of existing highway user taxes, and that study is 
a 4-year study, closely related to the test road which is now being 
undertaken by the Bureau of Public Roads, by the States, and the 
Highway Research Board, which will show the relationship between 
cost of construction, maintenance, operation, depreciation, and various 
classes of users. 

It also will show the indirect beneficiaries of the highway system. 
So the whole gamut of highway financing can be considered in the 
light of those facts which will be presented. 

In addition to that, in 1961; we are to submit a report which will 
show the new estimate of cost of completing the Interstate System. 
That is based, of course, on several years of actual study and experi- 
ence. 

So in 1961 Congress can consider a long-range financing program 
for the completion of the Interstate System, and the importance of 
this chart, I think is to show that if we only consider today the matter 
of 2 years of financing to get us to that period, the rest can be handled 
in its own time. 

Now, may [have chart No. 3? 

(Chart No. 3 is as follows :) 
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Mr. Tatiamy. Now, on chart No. 3, “Highway Trust Fund Financ- 
ing Under Present Legislation,” we move from the matter of appor- 
tionments to that of expenditure of money which has resulted and will 
result from the apportionments that have been made and will be made. 

Now, under present legislation, as you will recall we have appor- 
tioned the $1 billion, the $1.7 billion, the $2.2 billion, and the $2.5 
billion authorizations. 

As a result of that we have expenditures, which, when added to the 
expenditures of the ABC program, follow the solid line which is the 
top line to the fiscal year 1962. 

Then, for 2 years there is a dotted line and expenditures from the 
trust fund not only go to payment of contractors, but to reimburse 
the general fund as repayment of deficit, and from then on, to the end 
of the period, the top line represents the expenditure rate. 

Now, the very first solid line on the bottom represents the expendi- 
tures for the primary, secondary, and urban programs, during the 
whole period here—1957 to 1972. 

You will notice that in 1960 our expenditures increase very rapidly 
from 2 years before of $800 million to $1.2 billion in that year, and 
that obviously is the result of the special $400 million program author- 
ized last year. Then it drops down to $900 million and it gradually 
goes up to the $1.10 billion level. 

In 1957, we had an expenditure of about $208 million on the Inter- 
state System. We are just getting started. That was half the calen- 
dar year 1956 and half of 1957. 

At that time, since we were spending money for actual construc- 
tion at a low rate, we built up a surplus in the trust fund and then, 
the second year, we spent for interstate and for ABC $1.511 
billion and again, the rate of receipt of funds was in excess of expendi- 
tures, so we built up a surplus in the trust fund in those 2 years which 
are indicated by the top bars of those 2 years of $1.49 billion. 

That was in the trust fund, and it has been helping us out in 1959. 

In 1959, the revenues into the trust fund could only support a total 
expenditure of $2.041 billion for primary and secondary and urban 
and interstate, but actual expenditures have moved up to $2.4 billion 
and now we are begininng to use up the surplus in the trust fund. 

In 1960 again that happens. In 1960, we use up all of the remaining 
amount and we have a deficit of $241 million. That is the $241 million 
we were talking about yesterday. 

That now becomes a deficit. 

In 1961, the trust fund would only support a total expenditure of 
$2.193 billion. We actually would have expenditures of $2.711 billion 
if we make no other apportionments. 

This is the situation as it exists under present legislation. 

If we make no further apportionments, our expenditure in 1961 will 
drop to $2.711 billion. 

So, the combined deficit then of the $241 million in 1960 and $518 
million in 1961 makes a total deficit of $759 million for those 2 years. 

Senator McNamara. Will you pause right there, please? This por- 
tion that you referred to as deficit, you still authorize for these 2 
years, that is 1959 and 1960. 

Mr. Tattamy. 1959 and 1960, but we are not making any apportion- 
ments for 1961 and 1962. 

Senator McNamara. I understand that. So you have already au- 
thorized funds, including the deficit ? 





-~ 


54 STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 


Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Senator McNamara. Does this mean you are relying on general 
‘funds for this? 

Mr. TatiAmy. That is right. 

Senator McNamara. And there will be appropriations from the 
general fund ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. Appropriations of the general fund unless addi- 
tional revenue is ake available to the trust fund. 

Senator Coorrer. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Senator Coorer. You are required by the 1958 act to make those 
apportionments for 1960 and 1961, is that correct ? 

Mr. Tattamy. What was that question again, sir? 

Senator Cooper. I say you are required by the 1958 act to make ap- 
portionments for 1960 and 1961. 

Mr. TatiAmy. For 1959 and 1960. 

Senator Cooper. 1959 and 1960? 

Mr. TatuAmy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cooper. And as a result, you will have a deficit in 1960 of 
some $200 million ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Senator Coorrer. And there are no funds available to pay for that 
expenditure except through general appropriations? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Senator Cooper. Well, why did you make the apportionment for 
1961 then with no funds in sight ? 

Mr. Tattamy. We haven’t made it for 1961 yet. 

Senator Cooper. You haven’t made it? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, that is the problem. 

Senator Cooper. Yes. Can you make it unless funds are made 
available? 

Mr. Tatitamy. We cannot make it unless funds are made available 
or 209(g) is suspended. 

Senator Cooper. In other words, this Congress will have to pass 
an act which would authorize, in due course, general appropriations 
= seus have to pass an act which would levy special taxes of some 

ind 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. The only other alternative you would have 
would be to move the burden ahead for that period. 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is right. Now, in 1962, for the fiscal year, the 
actual trust fund would support $2.278 billion, but we would only be 
spending for contract work $2.185 billion. 

In that year, then, we could return a little to the general fund. 

In 1963 we could normally expend a total of $2.361 billion and we 
would only be spending to contractors $1.695 billion and therefore in 
that year we would return to the general fund the entire remaining 
amount that we owe it. 


Then in 1964 the expenditures could go up to $2.445 billion, and 
then throughout the rest of the program as I indicated. 

The $2.445 billion results from the prior apportionments that we 
have already made, plus the $500 million which we could apportion 
for 1962. 

May I have the next chart, please? 

(Chart No. 4 is as follows y 


APPORTIONMENTS TO COMPLETE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 
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Senator McNamara. Would this, then, complete the proposed Inter. 
state System on schedule according to the chart No. 3, or would 
there be work remaining? 

Mr. Tatitamy. This would complete the Interstate System in 1979 
with the additional revenues recommended in the President’s budget 
and assuming that the long-range financing plan indicated by the sec- 
ond chart I showed is adopted in 1961. 

Senator McNamara. Financing would carry on beyond the point 
of completion, however ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Now chart No. 4 is much different than the ones that I presented be- 
fore. The basis of what we can apportion with the existing trust fund 
also is a little different. 

Remember, the other chart showed a $500 million apportionment 
being possible for 1962 if we made no gas tax or other means for meet- 
——ee. 

he other chart showed $1.7 billion for 1963. There is a drop to 
$1.6 billion in this instance. 

The other apportionments remain about the same. The amount of 
money that can be supported in this area from the trust fund for build- 
ing the Interstate System has decreased $700 million. 

The reason for this drop is that this chart now is based upon the 
budget submission and the budget submission brings in some new fac- 
tors. It brings in the factor that aviation gas tax would be taken 
from the highway trust fund. 

The budget submission takes into account the financing of a forest 
highway program and the public lands highway program from the 
trust fund which present legislation does not do. 

Those three factors have influenced, then, the amount of work that 
could be done for the Interstate System by the amount of $700 million 
from this period on. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Tallamy, will you repeat what you just 
said regarding these roads that are now not covered ? 

I didn’t quite understand you. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. The forest highway program which will 
result in an expenditure in 1960 of about $37 million and from then 


on of about $33 million annually, is now supported from the general 
fund. 
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The public lands highway program which runs about $4 million 
in 1960 and is going to dr op in subsequent years to $3 million annually, 
also is supported now by the general fund. 

The budget proposal is to take both of those from the highway 
trust fund and also to transfer to the highway trust fund 2 cents 
of aviation gasoline tax which now goes to the trust fund. 

So if those three items are not taken, are not available to the trust 
fund, naturally, it cuts it back. 

Senator McNamara. Now does this chart show the inclusion of these 
additional burdens on the trust fund? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, it shows the effect of that. 

Senator McNamara. This is rather confusing at this point to put 
something in that isn’t required under the law, as it exists presently. 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, I am showing you the budget proposal so 
that we might understand that. The only confusion really is that 
this figure has been reduced from $15.7 billion to $15 billion. 

Senator McNamara. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Tatiamy. So that boils it down, I think. 

Senator McNamara. That helps. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Now, with the additional 114-cent gasoline tax we then could appor- 
tion the full amount of $214 billion for fiscal 1961 and the $2.2 billion 
for fiscal 1962 and the program goes on with apportionments as 
indicated on previous charts. 

Now, chart No. 5, please. 

(Chart No. 5 is as follows:) 
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Mr. Tattamy. Chart 5 shows the effect of the 114-cent gas tax 
and it also shows the effect of the deletion of the separate forest high- 
ways and public lands highway funds and the deletion from the trust 
fund of the aviation gas tax. 

Senator McNamara. Deletion of the fund from this burden, or in- 
cluding that ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Including that burden. 

Senator McNamara. I thought you said deletion. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes; including the burden. So that in 1960 and in 
1961 the difference between the actual expenditures which would be 
required and the money in the trust fund to meet those expenditures 
becomes $1.2 billion. Now, before it was $759 million. 

We come now to a new point—if we are going to apportion funds 
for 1961 and 1962, we must know under existing legislation that there 
will be sufficient money in the trust fund that when these expenditures 
come due, we can meet those expenditures. 

So, in order to make that apportionment for 1961 and 1962, we 
have to take an expenditure over here in 1962, 1963, and 1964 and 
that shows a total for those 3 years of $3 billion. 

Senator McNamara. Not $3.3 billion ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No; the other $300 million carries over into the 1965 
fiscal year and would be available to reduce the amount of additional 
authorization to complete the Interstate System in 1961 when such a 
plan may be considered. So that is a carryover available for that 

urpose. 

. oa: that, gentlemen, is the end of the charts and I would be very 
happy to talk ot you if you have a few minutes, about the progress of 
the Interstate System. 

Senator McNamara. All right, we will be glad to hear from you 
on that phase of the program. 

Mr. Tallamy, what is the recommendation of the Bureau of Public 
Roads? These additional burdens, the additional forest roads and so 
on, including the removing from the trust fund of the 2-cent tax on 
aviation gas—were these the recommendations of your Bureau to the 
administration ? 

Mr. Tattamy. They were the recommendations of the Depart- 
ment after consideration of the fact that the highway trust fund 
was established to support the Federal-aid highway program. 

The basic concept of the support of the highway systems by the 
trust fund was that the trust fund would be created to carry on the 
Federal-aid portion of all Federal-aid highway work. 

The public lands roads are 100 percent on the Federal-aid highway 
systems. 

The forest highways are about 82 percent at the present time on 
the Federal-aid systems, but 95 percent of the remaining 18 percent 
are for miles that may be placed on the Federal-aid highway systems, 
so that 99 plus percent of all of the highways supported by special 
appropriations are on the Federal-aid systems and the Department of 


Commerce, in recognition of that, proposed that the cost of their 
improvement be a part of the overall highway trust fund expenditure. 

enator McNamara. I think you first suggested to this subcommittee 
more than a year ago that these should be included, so I assume that 
this was following along with your recommendation at that time. 
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There comes a time when the trust fund is temporarily not able to 
support the current programs. 

What are the motives for including an additional burden, when we 
obviously don’t have enough money now? ‘These forest roads gen- 
= have been supported, for a great many years, from the general 

und. 

I don’t understand the reasoning. How do you explain that ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. It was coupled with the idea that the gas tax be in- 
creased and which would, of course, cover those expenditures and 
with the idea that the long-range financing program which would be 
developed in 1961 would include all highways on the Federal-aid 
system and put it all under one. 

Senator McNamara. The logical conclusion if the 114-cent increase 
in Federal gas tax is not adopted at this session of Congress, would 
be that this recommendation would also fall, since you related the 
two things together in your first presentation. 

Mr. Tattamy. I would think, Mr. Chairman, that the solution to the 
financing problem would, in one form or another, include the Presi- 
dent’s recommendation on forest highways. 

Senator McNamara. Well, I still don’t quite understand the rea- 
soning. The trust fund is in very bad shape. We have a tremendous 
problem already, and by including this additional burden which has 
never been part of the trust fund, it seems to come at a very bad time. 
It seems almost totally unjustifiable unless you have a fund that would 
be raised by this 114-cent gasoline tax or some other method of financ- 
ing because it is just giving us an additional burden at the time when 
we have problems enough. 

Alright, go ahead. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if it would be of any value 
if I describe just a little bit of the background of the operation before 
getting into the progress? 

Senator McNamara. I think it would be. 

Mr. Tatuamy. The Federal-aid to highway program, under which 
we are operating, really involves several systems of highways. 

First, we have a 41,000-mile Interstate System. I find that there 
is considerable confusion on the part of the public, and I thought if 
you had our thinking on it, you could explain the basic concept of 
the development of the Interstate System. It is that this 41,000 miles 
is to provide, by the most direct practicable means, connections of the 
major cities and industrial centers of the United States with the 
highways not only connecting them, but going into, through, and 
around these metropolitan areas. 

They are of combined importance to our general economy and our 
national defense. 

Now, 4,700 miles of the 41,000 are in urban areas. 

Senator McNamara. Will you repeat that ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. 4,700 miles are in urban areas. That is 4,700 out 
of the 41,000. 

Senator McNamara. 4,700 of the 41,000 miles are in urban areas? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is correct. 

Now, we have another very important system and that is the pri- 
mary system and it is the highways which are generally considered 
main, State highways, not necessarily the U.S. route numbered roads, 
but main, State highways and there are 256,000 miles of those. 
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Of the 256,000, 22,000 are in urban areas. ; 

Now, I want to point out that the 41,000-mile Interstate System is 
a part of the 256,000-mile primary system. It is contiguous. It is 
apartofit. Itis not a separate system. 

Then we have another very important system, the secondary sys- 
tem, of which there are approximately 554,000 miles. In most States 
they would be the farm-to-market roads. Our Federal-aid systems 
comprise some 810,000 miles of highways. 5 ; 

Now the entire program operates on a cooperative basis between 
the States and the Federal Government. 

The State initiates projects and the Bureau of Public Roads re- 
views them to see whether the plans are in accordance with our poli- 
cies and procedures; and if they are, we approve them. 

The State then advertises for bids. 

It awards the contracts after we review the bids and have con- 
curred in the awards. 

The State supervises the construction and we inspect occasionally, 
but the basic responsibility is with the States. 

The State then submits its final estimates and certificates that the 
project has been done properly. We inspect it at that time and if 
we concur, we approve the estimates and reimburse the States. 

Senator McNamara. Would this be a good place to ask you what 
has been your experience in relation to the States and how many 
have you generally approved ? 

Mr. Tattamy. We always work out our problems. We don’t have 
any, really. We have no permanent disagreements. 

We don’t actually very often say we disagree with you and we 
won’t go along. What we do is to tell the States from the evidence 
that you have submitted to us, “We don’t believe that we can see 
the reasons for your proposal,” and then the States go back and 
review it and submit additional information; and if it at that time 
warrants approval, we approve it. But if it doesn’t, the State then 
itself recognizes that another plan would be better. 

I would say that is 100 percent cooperation; and while we have 
differences of opinion early, they iron out as time goes on. 

Senator McNamara. You have differences of opinion in as many 
as 10 percent of the requests, would you say ? 

ne gaps I wouldn’t say that we would have more than that, 
initially. 

Senator McNamara. That is interesting. That is what I was try- 
ing to find out. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Go right ahead, unless there are other 
questions. 

Senator Cooper. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Senator Coorrer. Mr. Tallamy, you have noted, and of course I 
know the State initiates all surveys and plans and you inspect to see 
if they meet the Federal requirements. 

Is there any difference in your attitude toward interstate roads, 
considering the defense aspects of the Interstate System ? 


Mr. TatLamy. We treat them a little bit differently, but only in one 
respect. 
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While we have had to decentralize because of the magnitude of the 
program and have given a great deal of authority for approval of 
projects to our division engineers, and the division engineer is in 
charge in every State, so far as the designation of an interstate high- 
way route is concerned, the State must submit the information to the 
division engineer, and then it goes to the regional engineer and then 
to Washington itself. We reserve the right to the main office as to 
the actual designation of a route, but once a route is designated and 
then it becomes merely a matter of construction detail and design 
detail, it reverts to the same pattern we have for the primary system 
and secondary system. 

Senator Cooper. You said a few minutes ago one of the purposes 
in your Interstate System was that you wanted to connect the main 
cities. 

Mr. Tatutamy Yes, sir. 

Senator Coorrer. Now, in your work around the city, do you gen- 
erally try to bypass the city or do you make an effort to go around it, 
or through it? What is your policy, in general ? 

Mr. Tattamy. The Interstate System development and the cities 
that were connected with the svete development have had many 


years of study, always going back to 1944 and before. 

When the 1956 act established the location of the Interstate System, 
the intercity location was established. 

Just before that, in 1955, most of the supplementary routes to the 
urban areas were established. Some additional routes were estab- 
lished in the latter part of 1957. They were selected on the basis of 
recommendations from the States, and those recommendations were 


carefully analyzed from the point of view of national defense, the 
importance to traffic, industry, and agriculture. 

They were the added 1,000 miles—the 1,102 miles that had been 
saved in actual estimation of distances between cities. 

When we come to the matter of location of designated routes in an 
urban area and only one route goes to that area—whether we go 
through or whether we go around depends upon the traffic desires and 
local needs. 

If, for example, 90 percent of the traffic desired to go to a metro- 
politan area, and it frequently does though it is a small area, then the 
Interstate System would go into that area. 

If the majority of traffic desired to go around the metropolitan area, 
then it would undoubtedly go around the metropolitan area. 

The law requires us to give equal consideration so far as practicable 
and feasible to local needs, as well as interstate needs, so that we may 
weigh all those factors of local need and traffic desire patterns in 
the detailed establishment of the route. 

Senator McNamara. Then do you wind up in many instances doing 
both, going through the center of town and going around it? 

Mr. Tatitamy. We do. 

Senator McNamara. Isn’t this the general pattern in large com- 
munities ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is the general pattern in large areas. 

Senator McNamara. So we do both? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 
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Senator McNamara. Does that answer your question, Senator 
Cooper ¢ 

aeidae Cooper. In some cities you have a route through the city 
and another around it ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, for example, New York, Chicago, Los Angeles. 
The big cities would have routes into and around—both. 

Senator McNamara. It seems both are quite essential. 

Mr. Tattamy. They are vital, in my opinion. 

Senator McNamara. This example that you mentioned, where 95 
percent would still go through the center—in that case you would not 
approve a bypass? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Senator McNamara. But isn’t this the exception rather than the 
rule where 95 percent goes through ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Oh, yes. 

Senator Scorr. Mr. Chairman, you enumerated the cities of course, 
but did you have Philadelphia and Pittsburgh in mind as well? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, Senator, I had that in mind. 

Senator Scorr. We have had some particular problems there and 
I want to be sure they are very much on your mind. 

Mr. Tatuamy. They are, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Moss, do you have a question ? 

Senator Moss. No. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Cooper ? 

Senator Coorer. May I just ask one question, Mr. Chairman? 
This question arises not only in my own State, but there is a ques- 
tion in Kentucky as to the Interstate System of moving through parks 
and cities, moving through the historic and other parts of the State. 

Do you take that into account, those factors? 

Mr. TauiAmy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cooper. Is that a matter which only the local community 
takes into account and you depend upon the decision of the local 
community ? 

Mr.Tatiamy. We certainly take into consideration the attitude of 
the local community. 

As a matter of fact, the way these projects reach the design stage, 
the detailed design stage is that a State will submit to us the pre- 
liminary results, the results of preliminary surveys and design, and 
we will review them and determine that they appear to be feasible. 
So we authorize the State, at that point, to proceed with such addi- 
tional studies and designs as may be necessary to adequately inform 
the public as to the exact proposal and then a public hearing is held in 
accordance with the law. 

A public hearing has to be called by the States. 

Then, after the public hearing, the State reviews its original con- 
cept of the plan in the light of the information presented at the public 
hearing and then they either request our approval of the original pro- 
gram or amended project. 

At that time, we review the State’s recommendation, as I say, in 
the light of what was presented at the public hearing. 

So, you see both the official family and the individuals have an op- 
portunity to present their thoughts prior to a firming up of infor- 
mation for construction of a particular project. 
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Senator Cooper. I take it that after hearings have been held and a 
decision has been reached locally that you are not concerned with the 
question as to whether an interstate route goes through a historic 
section and perhaps may destroy a historic section? 

Mr. Tattamy. We are concerned. 

Senator Cooper. Or if it goes through a public park and interferes 
with the use of that park ? 

Mr. Tattamy. We are concerned and we will take into consideration 
the local communities and the point of view of the people of that 
community before we make our final determination. 

The matter of whether we go through a park or harm a historic 
site as the result of right-of-way acquisitions is something that has 
to be very carefully considered in the light of all the elements, fu- 
ture and present city developments, traffic, costs, and social and rec- 
reational aspects. They all have to be given consideration. 

Senator Coorer. As a rule that is a determination that you leave to 
the local community ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, pretty much. 

Senator McNamara. That isn’t a major problem with you at this 
point in your program; is it? 

Mr. Tauiamy. If the local community and if the State and the 
majority of public opinion of the community makes an expression, 
we would not go against it, I think, unless it was something very, 
very unusual—most unusual. 

Senator McNamara. Is this a problem at this point? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is always a problem. We run against that prob- 
lem in many municipalities, but as I say we would certainly hesitate 
to ever go against the attitude of city officials, the State officials, and 
representatives of developments in those areas on local levels. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you. 

Mr. Tatutamy. The other thing that I find a great deal of interest 
in, the matter of how we distribute the money between the various 
States that is authorized for the different systems. 

Senator McNamara. That is very interesting. 

Mr. Tatiamy. The primary system money is distributed to the 
States on a formula established by law where one-third of the total 
amount of money available is distributed to the various States based 
em the ratio of the State’s area to the total area of the United 

tates. 

Another one-third is based upon the proposed rural delivery and 
star route mileages of the State compared to the total mileages in the 
United States. 


The other one-third is based upon the ratio of the State’s population 
to the total population. 

Now the secondary highway money is distributed one-third on the 
area, one-third on the mileage of rural delivery and star routes, but the 
last one-third is on the ratio of the State’s rural population to the 
rural population of the United States. 

The urban routes funds are apportioned to the various States based 
upon one factor, the ratio of the State’s urban population to the na- 
tional urban population, and urban areas are defined as those areas 
with 5,000 population or more. 
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The Interstate System is probably the one that I get most questions 
on. Up until the last apportionment for fiscal 1960 it was based upon 
a formula fixed by the legislation where half of the money available 
for the Interstate System was apportioned to the States on the same 
basis as the primary system. In other words, one-third area, one-third 
mileage, one-third population. 

The other 50 percent of the money was apportioned based upon the 
ratio of the total population of the State to the total population of 
the country. 

From 1960 on the funds are to be apportioned to the States based 
upon the ratio of the cost of completing the Interstate System in that 
State to the cost of completing the Interstate System in the entire 
United States. 

That particular type of formula for distributing the money will 
assure the simultaneous completion of the Interstate System in all of 
the States. 

When we initiated the program, in July 1956, one of the first things 
that we had to do was to determine some goals that we wanted to 
meet. Those goals were predicated upon the funds that we would 
have in the trust fund to meet the interstate and the ABC program. 

I am happy to say that for the first 214 years of operation we have 
reached those goals. We estimated and established a goal of $4,190 
million in actual obligations for the Interstate System to January 
1, 1959. Actually, we have obligated in that period of time $4,502 
million, so we are 107 percent of the estimate. 

For the primary secondary urban system we set for ourselves a goal 
of $2,107 million in Federal money, and we have actually reached 
$2,183 million, or 104 percent of the goal. So the total accomplish- 
ment in that period is 106 percent of the goal which we had estab- 
lished, namely, $6,700 million, as compared to a goal of $6,300 million. 

Senator McNamara. This is really the measure of the acceleration 
of the two programs ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is right. I have some figures here which I will 
reach in a few minutes, which I think are rather startling, to show the 
way the Federal-aid highway program has actually accelerated. It 
has been tremendous. 

Before I reach those, and while we are discussing the Interstate 
System progress, I would point out that we have placed under con- 
tract or authorized by advertising a total amount involving $3,511 
million for the 21%4 years, of which $3,062 million is Federal funds. 
This involves 6,689 miles of roads and 5,988 bridges. 

What we just gave you was the funds obligated by contract for 
construction. 

_ Actual construction completed for new work was $944 million worth, 
involving 3,159 miles of highways, at a Federal cost of $730 million. 

Senator McNamara. What was that last figure? 

Mr. Tatiamy. $730 million. 

Now, this 3,159 miles of new roads involves 2,067 miles of high- 
type pavement construction, portland cement, or bituminous concrete 
pavements. It included 1,047 miles of roads where the surface is only 
a graded or gravel surface ready for the paving. It involves 45 miles 
of bridges, for a total of 3,159 miles. 





66 STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 


The Interstate System work did not in any way affect the produc- 
tion on the ABC program. We maintained our goal, as I indicated, 
and I think this haat is rather startling. We have actually placed 
under contract or advertised for contract, and, therefore, within a 
couple of weeks of being placed under contract, 56,800 miles of roads 
on the ABC program, at a total cost of $4,178 million. 

We have completed in the same period of time—when I say “we,” I 
mean the States, all of us—have completed 60,112 miles on the ABC 
program at a total cost of $3,557 million. 

Last year we had this new program, the $400 million program, ad- 
vanced and it was the intent of Congress that this be undertaken with- 
out any slowing up of the regular ABC program or the interstate 
program. The purpose of it was to get work underway because it 
appeared as though we might be entering a sort of recession. 

We were to get the $400 million under contract by December 1, 1958. 
The full $400 million was under contract by December 1 for impor- 
tant types of work. This is important, I think, because it shows that 
if the country ever needs a public works program for aiding the un- 
employment situation or the general economy, the highway program 
can play a very important part in it. 

We placed $400 million of Federal funds under contract for very 
important types of work involving a total cost with the State money 
of $624 million. 

We had in that work program 2,057 miles of graded and drained 
roads, mostly secondary-type roads. We had 2,227 miles of the in- 
termediate type of road; that is, secondary and low State-highway 
type. Then, very high-surfaced type roads, 7,823 miles; and 28 
bridges. The total mileage involved in this construction program was 
12,136 miles. 

During the 7-month period when the $400 million program was 
placed under contract, the ABC program, the normal program, ad- 
vanced at 113 percent of the normal rate of advancing Federal aid, 
and the Interstate System advanced during that 7-month period 118 
percent of the normal rate, which shows that the States were able to 
place this $400 million under contract and take it in its stride. 

Senator McNamara. Since you bring up the point that this does 
create employment, have you converted anywhere in your estimates 
here the direct and indirect man-hours involved ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Then don’t let me interrupt. We will get to 
it later on. 

Mr. Tatiamy. While my staff is looking it up, I will proceed. 

Senator McNamara. Go ahead. 

Mr. Tattamy. The matter of progress that I have given you so far 
on the interstate and the ABC program has been related to a national 
progress and not to individual State progress. The national average 
of use of the Interstate Highway System money is 76 percent of the 
1959 fiscal year fund. This is as of December 31. With 50 percent of 
the year gone by, 76 percent of the funds for that year have been obli- 
gated by contract. 

Some of the States are way up in the use of their funds, up to 96 per- 
cent, in one instance, of the 1960 funds. If the apportionment for 
1961 is not made, those States that are up near the top just are in 
very bad condition. 
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There are nine States which are now using 1960 interstate funds. 
There are 18 States which have used from 50 to 100 percent of the 
1959 funds. There are 15 States that have used up to 50 percent. 
There are only seven States which are using 1958 funds. 

Senator McNamara. At this point, what happens to the 1957 
and 1958 funds which some States haven’t requested? Do you just 
continue them ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. No. That isa good point. The States have 2 years 
after the fiscal year for which the funds are apportioned to place 
them under contract. For the 1958 fiscal year funds, which are 
now almost 1 year behind, they still have 1 year to get under contract. 
There is no question that they will do it. 

These seven are moving up to the current period. 

Senator McNamara. Then just for the record, the period for mak- 
ing requests of the 1957 funds has already expired and while there 
was not a great fund in 1957, what happened to that portion of the 
fund where there was no request made from the various States? 
Does that portion remain in the trust fund? 

Mr. Tatiamy. It was all used. 

Senator McNamara. Despite the fact that some of the States 
didn’t make requests? 

Mr. Tattamy. All of the money is used. 

Senator McNamara. Then, you do not leave it in the fund? You 
allocate it in advance to the States that are making request? 

Mr. Tatuamy. They have all used it, so we did not have to do 
that. 

Senator McNamara. You indicated that some States did not make 
any requests for 1959 and 1960? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes; 1959 funds. But, you see, the 1958 year funds 
are not yet even 1 year behind. You see, we are in 1959 now. They 
still have over 1 year to go before 1958 funds would actually lapse. 

Senator McNamara. I see. Then do you propose to allocate to the 
States that are going ahead with the program rather than leaving 
it in the fund or have you made that determination as yet? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That probably will never be done because the 
States have not yet ever given up any. I think once years ago a 
State had to lose some money that way, but I am sure that will not 
become a problem. 

Senator McNamara. Then you expect that all of the States, that is, 
100 percent, expect to use it, so there will never be a problem? 

Mr. Tattamy. That will never be a problem, in my opinion. 

Senator McNamara. That is very interesting. 

Mr. Tatiamy. The figures that I gave you now on progress and the 
State’s use of funds relate to the arithmetical formula for distribution 
of funds to the various States we described. There is no relationship 
between that and the need for the State to keep pace with the con- 
struction of the Interstate System with all the other States. That is 
why the law under which we are operating establishes the needs for- 
mula under which we are operating now for 1960 and will operate 
from here on. 

So I had a chart prepared to see where it would be in the event the 
first few years had been on a needs basis to see how many States would 
be behind in that situation. In that situation there would be six 





68 STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 


States still using 1958 funds—rather seven States on the arithmetica] 9B ?r9"¢ 
formula. The States are different ones, however, than under the 
arithmetical formula. 

The States that are behind on this basis are not the same States that, 
are behind on the basis of the other formula. 

Insofar as the ABC program is concerned, I find that the national 
average of obligations is 64 percent of the funds apportioned to the 
States for 1959. There are 27 States that have already obligated 
from 50 to 100 percent of the 1959 funds, and six additional States 
have obligated, or are now obligating 1960 funds. 

Thirteen States have obligated from zero to 50 percent of the 1959 
funds, and only six States are obligating at the present time 1958 
funds. 

I have three charts which I have just described which } will give you 
for the record if you will care to have them. 

Senator McNamara. We would like to have them and they will be 
made a part of the record at this point unless there is objection. 

(The charts referred to are as follows :) 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, BUREAU OF PUBLIC RoaDs 


Progress of the Interstate System program—Relationship to fiscal year authorizations 
by percentage groupings, as of Dec. 31, 1958 


States utilizing 1960 funds—Per- States utilizing 1959 funds—Con. _—py. 
centage of 1960 funds covered 50-100 percent (18 States)—Con. cent 
by contracts advertised and Per- 
funds obligated (9 States) : cent 

Ohio 
West Virginia 


0-50 percent (15 States): 
Utah 


Louisiana 
Washington 
New Mexico 
New Hampshire 
Mississippi 
States utilizing 1959 funds—Per- New Jersey 
centage of 1959 funds covered North Dakota 
by contracts advertised and 
funds obligated (33 States): 
50-100 percent (18 States): 
Missouri 


States utilizing 1958 funds—Per- 
centage of 1958 funds covered 
by contracts advertised and 

Pennsylvania funds obligated (7 States) : 
Kentucky Nevada 

Massachusetts 

U.S. average 


South Carolina 
Colorado 
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tical Progress of the primary, secondary, and urban program—Relationship to fiscal year 
th authorizations, by perceniage groupings, as of Dec. 31, 1958 
* the 


States utilizing 1960 funds—Per- States utilizing 1959 funds—Con. Per- 
that centage of 1960 funds covered 50-100 percent (27 States)—Con. 
; by contracts advertised and Per- Virginia 
funds obligated (6 States): cent U.S. average 
ional MRS oie en ak aed Louisiana 
> the Minnesota 


rated 
tates 


Mississippi 
Washington 
h 


New Mexico 
1959 States utilizing 1959 funds—Percentage 
1958 of 1959 funds covered by contracts 
” advertised and funds obligated (40 
States) : 
> you 50-100 percent (27 States): 


1 be 


Maryland 
Kentucky North Carolina 
Wyoming a Carolina 
ichigan 
ations 
States utilizing 1958 funds—Percentage 
Oklahoma 8 of 1958 funds covered by contracts 
California advertised and funds obligated (6 
Pennsylvania States): 
Delaware 
West Virginia 
New Jersey 
Utah 56 Connecticut 
New Hampshire Puerto Rico 
Georgia j 
Nebraska 


11957. 
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Progress of the Interstate System program—Relationship to fiscal year author- 
izations by percentage groupings, assuming apportionments on the basis of 
factors reported in sec. 108(d) estimate, as of Dec. 31, 1958 


States utilizing 1960 funds—Per- States utilizing 1959 funds—Con. 
centage of 1960 funds covered 50-100 percent (11 States)—Con. 
by contracts advertised and Washington 
funds obligated (19 States): Percent Michigan 

1100 Arkansas 
RRB Ae eos oe Soe eee 1100 U.S. average 
1100 Minnesota 
North Carolina 1100 Delaware 
North Dakota 1100 Florida 
Oklahoma 1100} 0-50 percent (13 States): 
Colorado Utah 
South Carolina 
Rhode Island 
Wisconsin West Virginia 
Pennsylvania NN re Ee = 
South Dakota 


Connecticut 
Texas Montana 
States utilizing 1959 funds—Per- States utilizing 1958 funds— 

centage of 1959 funds covered Percentage of 1958 funds covered 
by contracts advertised and by contracts advertised and funds 
funds obligated (24 States): obligated (6 States) : 

50-100 percent (11 States): 
Mississippi 

i New Jersey 
District of Columbia 

Missouri Virginia 
Illinois Vermont 


1 Under the sec. 108(d) formula, Iowa has obligated 47 percent of its 1961 apportionment, Kansas has 
obligated 12 percent of its 1961 apportionment, New York has obligated 2 percent of its 1961 apportionment, 
North Carolina has obligated 100 percent of its 1961 apportionment, and 94 percent of its 1962 apportion- 
ment, North Dakota has obligated 41 percent of its 1961 apportionment, and Oklahoma has obligated 
47 percent of its 1961 apportionment. 


Senator Coorer. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Senator McNamara. Go right ahead, Senator. 

Senator Coorer. What funds can a State now legally obligate, what 
apportionments ? 

Mr. Tattamy. They can obligate by contract everything that has 
been apportioned to them. That is, the funds through fiscal 1960. 

Senator McNamara. You were going to give us the breakdown on 
the direct and indirect, the estimate of the direct and indirect man- 
hours involved in the program up to now. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

In calendar 1959 we have estimated that the direct employment will 
be 175,000 man-years, the indirect employment 192,000, or a total of 
367,000 man-years of employment. 

In fiscal 1960 we estimate that the direct employment is 214,000, the 
indirect 236,000 for a total of 450,000 man-years of employment. 

I have it estimated for 1961 at a direct of 215,000 and indirect of 
237,000, for a total of 452,000. 

As a matter of fact, I have a table here which gives estimates for 
the entire program if you would like to have it. 
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Senator McNamara. We would like to have them for the record. If 
you can leave it with us at this point we will have it inserted in the 
record. 

(The table referred to is as follows :) 


Estimated employment on Federal-aid highway construction 


Expenditures (million dollars) | Employment (1,000 man-years) 





Calendar year Total cost 
Federal 

funds Direct | Indirect 

Total |Construc- 

tion 


3, 581 , 175.1 192. 6 
4, 359 ,¢ 214.6 236.0 
4, 426 3, 215.5 237.0 
4, 592 223. 1 245.4 
4, 531 6 220.7 242.8 
4, 692 3, 806 228.3 251.2 
4, 964 , 0 241.2 265. 3 
5, 068 b> 246.3 270.8 
5, 148 5 250. 1 275.1 
5, 203 ; 252. 6 277.9 
5, 203 ¥ 252. 6 277.9 
5, 203 > 252. 6 277.9 
5, 545 , 473 268. 3 295. 2 
3, 990 , 282 196. 9 216.6 


66, 505 3, 237.9 | 3,561.7 
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Senator McNamara. Arethere any questions? Would it be too hard 
to segregate from these figures the acceleration in the man-years that 
took place due to the 1958 act ? 

Mr. Tattamy. No. I do not have them but I could develop it 
for you. 

Senator McNamara. Will you furnish them for the record so that 
they can be inserted at this point, or would you prefer to do it right 
now ? 

Mr. Tatzamy. No, I would rather do it later. } 

Senator McNamara. All right, will you have it inserted in the rec- 
ord following the insertion you have just placed in the record. 


(The chart showing the acceleration in man-years due to the 1958 
law is as follows :) 


Acceleration in employment resulting from increased authorizations under 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958 


Program acceleration Employment acceleration 
(million dollars) (man-years) 


Total cost 
Federal Direct | Indirect 


Total |Construc- 
tion 


40, 800 44, 900 
37, 400 41, 200 


78, 200 86, 100 


1 Special authorization under sec. 2(a) of 1958 act. 
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Mr. Tattamy. I mentioned that I had some figures that I thought 
were rather startling indicating the great acceleration in the Federal- 
aid highway program which has taken place in recent ere _ Start- 
ing from a base of 1940, the grand total of Federal-aid highway 
construction undertaken in that fiscal year was only $304 million. 

In 1950, $831 million. In 1956, $1,696 million. In 1957, $4,130 
million. For the first half of 1959, $2,665 million. <A terrific in- 
crease in operations. 

Senator McNamara. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Tatuamy. That concludes, Mr. Chairman, the formal remarks 
that we have. 

Senator McNamara. All right. Are there any questions at this 
point from the members of the subcommittee ? 

Senator Cooper, did you have any questions? 

Senator Coorrr. No. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Muskie? 

Senator Muskie. Yes. 

Mr. Tallamy, in the formula for allocation of interstate funds to 
the States, this is based upon the ratio of the cost of completing the 
system in a given State to the cost of completing it nationwide, as I 
understand it? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, from 1960 on through the rest of the program. 

Senator Muskie. That is based upon the State’s own estimates of 
the cost of completing the system within their borders? 

Mr. Tatxiamy. It is based on the State’s own estimates. However, 
it is based upon standards for construction which have been establish- 
ed by the States themselves, reviewed by the Bureau, and approved 
by the Secretary of Commerce; and then also during the course of 
the preparation of the estimates the estimates have been reviewed 
by the Bureau. 

Senator Muskie. Has your review, you feel, been thorough enough 
so that there has been a uniformity of treatment ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, we believe that. I might point out that there 
is a provision in the law, however, for making adjustments as time 
goes on because we periodically make a new estimate in the light 
of experience that has been had in the past. 

So that in 1961, calendar year 1961, we submit to you a new esti- 
mate of cost based on the experience we had in the past. If a State 
had actually, we will say, moved ahead through an improper estimate 
in the first instance a few miles, then we would slow down as a result 
of the next estimate because they would not have so much to do. 

So that every few years there is a correction on that, and of course it 
becomes more accurate as time goes on because of the actual ex- 
perience that we have had. 

Senator Muskie. There was quite a variance between States, wasn’t 
there, in the difference between the original estimates and the final 
estimates that were submitted to the Congress ? 

Mr. Tattamy. There was. The original estimates were made quite 
quickly for one thing. Furthermore, the original estimates did not 
take into consideration, did not have before it, an actual estimate for 
some 2,300 miles which were urban routes. 

We found that in the analysis the increased cost, countrywide, was 
brought out by several factors: The increase in traffic, the fact that 
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the 1956 legislation brought into the picture the new concept, a con- 
cept that we should give equal attention to local needs as well as 
those of interstate needs wherever practical. 

And as a result that forced the highway sometimes a little closer 
tourban areas. That meant there were more bridges to cross railroads, 
tocross other highways. It meant more interchanges. 

Then in addition to that there was a 12-percent increase in the actual 
construction cost index in that period of time. Those were the factors. 

Precisely those factors boiled. down to a 15-percent increase in traffic 
which meant a 5-percent increase in cost. There was a 15-percent in- 
crease as the roma of serving local needs which we described. There 
was a 3-percent increase from another factor which I didn’t mention, 
and that was the fact that under the present legislation we now pay 
for the cost of moving utilities. That represented a 3-percent increase. 

Then on top of that there was a 12-percent increase in the construc- 
tion price index. 

Actually the prices that we have are about 5 percent under what the 
estimate has been, so we are on the conservative side across the board. 

Senator Musxre. Did you detect any tendency on the ee of any 
States—and I would not ask you to identify them if you did—to inflate 
the estimates in order to get a higher amount ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. No; I amsure not. 

Senator Musxir. To what extent did the Bureau in its review of 
estimates roll back any estimates ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. There were a good m#ny instances, I am confident, 
during the course of the preparation of the estimates where the Bureau 
would disagree with the planning that was being estimated, and as 
a result had the actual effect of rolling back the estimate. 

Senator McNamara. Anything else? 

Senator Muskie. One other question. It is true—I am not sug- 
gesting any conclusions from this fact—but it is true that States which 
have incorporated in their interstate mileage roads previously con- 
structed, whether toll roads or free roads under this formula are 
ee at a slower rate of construction than States which did not 

ave that experience for the purpose of letting the other States catch 
up. Isn’t that the net result? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Let me say this: That they are progressing with a 
smaller dollar volume of construction work each year, but they are 
ahead in the actual number of miles that is available for traffic. 

Senator Musxie. So that we have this picture then, that these States 
who showed some initiative after the war not only are not reimbursed 
for the mileage that they built but they actually now must slow down 
until other States catch up ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is one way of putting it, yes. 

Senator Muskie. I am not suggesting criticism or otherwise. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Musxm. I just wanted it as a matter of record. 

That is all. 

Senator Coorrr. I see my good friend, Senator Kerr, there. I am 
sure he has a lot of questions. 

Senator McNamara. Before you proceed we have with us today Mr. 
Armstrong. He was here yesterday. It was my understanding that 
he replaced Mr. Curtiss in the Bureau. 
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Will you identify yourself more completely for the record, Mr, 
Armstrong ? 

Mr. Armstrone. I am Ellis L. Armstrong, the Commissioner of 
Public Roads. I am charged with the duties by law that Mr. Tallamy 
assigns to me primarily from the standpoint of carrying out the policies 
that are formulated by the Highway Administrator and the Secretary 
of Commerce. ‘ 

Senator McNamara. Since you have been sitting here so long we 
thought you ought to get in the record. That was the purpose of this 
interruption. 

Now, Senator Cooper, you go right ahead. 

Senator Cooper. Mr. Tallamy, I understand your formula for ap- 
portionment of Interstate funds is based upon the ratio of the esti- 
mated cost in each State to the total estimated cost in the Nation. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cooper. Is that correct? 

Mr. Tatuamy. That is right. 

Senator Cooper. Of course the assumption is, I assume, or I under- 
stand, that you want the work to progress in an equal way throughout 
the Nation ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. That is the requirement of the law. 

Senator Coorer. Now I direct your attention to the primary and 
secondary system. I think it is an evident fact that in some States 
the cost of construction is much higher than it is in other States. 
Again I will say that in my State, which is a hilly, mountainous State, 
with streams throughout the State, which makes it necessary to build 
bridges every place, the cost of construction is very high. 

Just north in Ohio in the flat land it is not as high per mile. 

Has any study or thought ever been given to adding to the formulas 
for secondary and primary roads some factor which would take into 
account this increased cost, average cost over a period of years in areas 
in States which would enable road construction in all States to 
advance in some uniform basis? 

It seems to me that in the States where construction costs are so 
high, that they will always be behind the average of the Nation. 

Mr. Tatitamy. I know that over the years the Congress and the 
States have considered many different formulas for allocating the 
primary, secondary, and urban moneys. I would assume that they 
would have considered such things but I do not know that as a fact. 

Senator Coorrr. Do you know whether the Bureau has considered it 
or made a study ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Weare not now, Senator. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if it would be an imposition on you, Mr. 
Tallamy, to briefly again refer to that chart up there and outline its 
significance here. 

Mr. Tattamy. No; I will be very glad to, Senator. 

This chart, Senator, is a chart which shows actual expenditures 
which would be required in advancing the Interstate System program 
in accordance with present authorizations. Also in accordance with 
authorizations which would complete the Interstate System by 1972, 
based upon the present estimated cost. 
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The point that I made before was that we are having a problem, 
which is an immediate one, in finding a way to proceed with the au- 
thorization for 1961 and 1962, the 1961 authorization being $2.5 billion 
and the 1962 authorization being $2.2 billion. 

If we made those authorizations we would be in a position in 1961 to 
consider a long-range financing plan to complete the Interstate System 
by 1972, and to do so in the light of those two studies on highway 
needs and highway-user benefits which represent 4 years of intense 
study. 

The point I made was that the authorizations of $2.5 billion and 
$2.2 billion would place us in a position to do that in a reasonable way. 
Now if that were done it would result in certain expenditures. This 
chart shows those expenditures. 

However, there is one more point I want to bring out, and that is 
this chart is also based upon the budget recommendation this year, 
that 2 cents of aviation gas tax not go into the highway trust fund and 
that the forest highways and public lands highways be supported 
from the trust fund. 

With that budget presentation this is the result. We have an ex- 
penditure of $1,491 billion capable of being met by the trust fund in 
1960. But the actual expenditure will be $1.8 billion. 

For 1961 we have the ability to pay $1.226 billion, whereas the ac- 
tual expenditure would be $2.1 billion. 

So that for the 2-year period of 1960 and 1961, under the circum- 
stances which I have outlined regarding the status of the trust fund, 
the deficit would be $1.2 billion, rather than the $759 million which 
we were discussing yesterday, and which would be the case if the 
trust fund still had the aviation gasoline tax and if the forest high- 
ways and public lands highways were not financed from the trust fund. 

If we made the apportionments for 1961 and 1962 which are au- 
thorized, it would result in a total expenditure of $214 billion in 1962, 
including liquidation of the other obligations created from prior au- 
thorizations and in 1963 of $2.4 billion against our ability to pay 
which is represented by this line of $1.337 billion in 1962 and $1.394 
billion in 1963 with the trust fund receipts as I have described. 

In 1964 the expenditures would be $2.3 billion as compared to $1.453 
billion, the ability of the trust fund to meet it. 

The amount of funds which we need to take care of expenditures, 
which would be a deficit if not provided in this form, is shown. 

Senator Kerr. Which it will be unless we do something. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right ; this amounts to $3 billion. 

This section over here is $300 million, which could be considered 
in the long-range financing program as reducing our problem in 1961. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, then, the large portion of the chart 
in gray discloses the amount of money each calendar year—or fiscal 
year, rather—that you expect or estimate will be received from cur- 
rent revenues dedicated to the trust fund ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, that is right. 

Senator Kerr. The first additional block being at the top of 1960 
and 1961 and shown in orange discloses the amount of money that you 
feel will be required during fiscal 1960 and 1961 if the apportionments 
for 1961 and 1962 are made on schedule? 
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Mr. Tatuamy. The 1961 and 1962 apportionments mostly affect 
beyond that point. The 1961 apportionment does affect a little, about 
$300 million. But the 1962 apportionment has no effect. 

Senator Kerr. Then the portion at the top of the 1960 and 1961 
column, which portions are shown in orange, then that represents the 
revenues that would come into the trust fund if the 114-cent motor 
fuel tax is provided ¢ 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir; in those 2 vears. 

Senator Kerr. Then the green area at the top of the column, 1962, 
1963, 1964, and 1965, is what would come into the trust fund from the 
114-cent motor fuel tax increase if it is enacted ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. That does not relate to any change by taking the 2 
cents on aviation gasoline out nor does it reflect requirements that 
might be created if the other category of roads are made dependent 
on the trust fund for their financing. That just reflects the amount 
of money that will come in if that tax is enacted. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir; these two. 

Senator Kerr. Then the portion in yellow over the top of the col- 
umns of the rest of the fiscal years and also a part of 1965 is the amount 
of money that you feel will have to be secured from financing not yet 
provided if the program is to meet the timetable set forth in the origi- 
nal act which called for collection in 1972? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

I might point out that this is considering that the 114-cent gaso- 
line tax will stop in 1964. This is considering the stopping of the 114- 
cent gas tax. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, if the 114-cent gas tax should be ex- 
tended through those years—— 

Mr. Tatiamy. Then it would practically wipe this out. 

Senator Kerr. It would just about meet the requirements of that 
additional financing. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator McNamara. Before you leave that—this overall chart, how- 
ever, does include the dropping from the trust fund of the 2-cent gaso- 
line tax plus the cost of these additional roads. 

Mr. Tatiamy. It does, but not in this figure. 

Senator McNamara. But the overall? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. But it does include and does not exclude that 
additional amount? 

Senator Kerr. You mean that gray chart down there is based on 
those assumptions ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. I must say that in my judgment it would have been 
more informative for me had it been based upon existing law. There 
is not a substantial change. 

Mr. Tatiamy. It is $56 million a year. 

Senator Kerr. There is not a substantial change. 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Just sit down and I would like to ask you a few 
questions. 





fect 
out 


961 
the 
ytor 


062, 
the 


he 2 
that 
lent 
unt 


col- 
ount 
L yet 
rigi- 


rSO- 
114. 


© €x- 


» that 
ad on 


. been 
There 


STATUS OF PUBLIC ROADS, 1959 77 


You said the cost as now estimated would be above that which was 
given us in 1954 and you gave the reasons including the fact that con- 
struction costs are 12 percent more for whatever you provide than 
was estimated it would cost when the estimates were given us in 1954? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is the present trend stabilized, or is it up or down, 
or is there some downward slant to the curve now ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. For the last 18 months it was pretty much stabilized, 
slightly downward, but for the last few months it has begun to show 
an increase again, particularly in the steel field. However, it is not 
significant. 

I would say that in our present thinking we consider it pretty 
much stabilized at the moment. 

Actually the bids, however, are coming in about 5 percent below 
our estimates. 

Senator Kerr. That is what I thought. I know in Oklahoma the 
bids are actually coming in at more than 5 percent below the esti- 
mates. I believe they are. 

Mr. Tautamy. Well, the national average, I think, is 514 percent. 

Senator Kerr. So that even including the increased cost of steel the 
cost at least is not going up and may Seve a slight downward trend 
as of now ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That’s correct; the way you put it; that’s right. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have the figures before you of the ultimate 
number of automotive units for each of the last 15 years? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I am sorry, I dono have that. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have those available? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir; we have them available. 

Senator Kerr. The last ones placed in the record, do you know the 
year they showed as the last year they showed it for? 

Mr. Tatiamy. 1957, I think, estimates 67 million. 

Senator Kerr. That is including not only automobiles but trucks, 
tractors, and buses ? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have the figures for 1958? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I do. 

Senator Kerr. I think it would be well to put in the record at this 
point the annual figure, let us say, for the 10-year period ending De- 
cember 31, 1958. 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir; I can get it. 

Senator McNamara. Without objection, that will be inserted. 

Senator Kerr. Showing each one—that is, automobiles, trucks, 
tractors, buses. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. I can give you the estimate for the end of 
the period if you wish. 

Senator Kerr. That was-what I was going to ask you, if you had 
a recent estimate of 1959, 1960, through 1965. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I think that would be fine, Mr. Chairman, if it could 
be put in the record. 

enator McNamara. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
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(The information referred to is as follows :) 
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Senator Kerr. You gave us there awhile ago the figures showing the 
great increase in highway construction money moving from the Fed- 
eral Government to the States, and I believe the high point was 4 
billion and how many hundred million for 1958? 

Mr. Tatiamy. $4,130 million. 

Senator Kerr. That was 1958? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Fiscal 1958. 

Senator Kerr. What is the fiscal 1959? 

Mr. Tatiamy. The first half was $2,665 billion. 

Senator Kerr. What would it be? 

Mr. Tatuamy. It would be about twice that. 

Senator Kerr. I thought you told us yesterday—the Secretary 
did—that very much more than half of it was put out in the first 6 
months. 

Mr. Tatiamy. This figure I gave you are the contracts entered into, 
not expenditures resulting from contracts. 

Senator Kerr. I see. You don’t have the figures of actual ex- 
penditures? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No, I do not. 

Senator Kerr. Then figuring the $4,130 million for fiscal 1958, 
your estimate is that ‘it will be $5,200 million-and-some for 1959? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Are we any nearer to closing the gap between the 
conditions of the roads as they were when the 1956 act was passed 
and the way that our present requirements would indicate they should 
be, or is it a fact that in spite of these tremendously increased expendi- 
tures or amounts of contracts for construction that we might not yet 
be holding our own in the program of improving our roads as fast 
as the requirements on them are increasing ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. We are not doing much more than holding our own, 
I can tell you that. 
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Senator Kerr. I think it is a very important fact. I think the 
question is one of very great importance. I wonder if you are in the 
position at this time to definitely inform us or advise us about that. 

Mr. Tattamy. Well, we are definitely in my opinion making head- 
way on the Interstate System. No doubt about that. 

Senator Kerr. No doubt about that. No doubt that we are making 
headway. We were told—or at least I got the impression—that it 
was the opinion of the Bureau when the Interstate System was au- 
thorized, that that is the big program in 1956 and a very substantial 
increase in ABC money, that if the amount of construction which was 
authorized in the Interstate State’s System were completed, if the 
Interstate System were completed as of 1956, that we still would have 
an inadequate system of roads for 1956 requirements ? 

Mr. Tatuamy. I would agree to that. 

Senator Kerr. And since it is going to take us until 1972, if we 
maintain the tempo contemplated, and to do that we will have to 
provide a good deal of measures or money or something not now in 
the law, is it your feeling that we will still have as much of a deficit 
in what we would need at that time as we had in 1956? 

Mr. Tatuamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I won’t tell you that I agree with that. I think the 
program that we have is one that is greatly stepped up, but I thought 
that we were far too late in starting it and I am not right sure that 
even on the basis of what is in the law that we have made provision 
for enough to start closing the gap between what we have and what 
we need, rather than leaving ourselves in the posture of still falling 
behind each year. 

Mr. Tatuamy. I agree. 

Senator Kerr. Now the Senator from Maine brought up a subject 
that is of great importance and it has been to the Department. That 
is the answer to the basic question of reimbursing the States for the 
toll-road mileage or mileague meeting the specifications for the Inter- 
state System which had already been constructed by the States prior 
to their Interstate System authorization. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Is the Department any nearer a recommendation for 
positive action in connection with that problem now than you were 
last year ? 

Mr. Tattamy. The Department did submit in accordance with the 
request of the Congress in the form of a joint resolution two methods 
of reimbursement in the event 

Senator Kerr. I understand those to be merely methods of meeting 
an end rather than recommendations for action. 

Mr. Tattamy. That is right, they were. 

Senator Kerr. The question I am asking you is: What is the present 
attitude of the Department with reference to recommending action ? 

Mr. Tattamy. I don’t know, sir. 


Senator Kerr. That leaves me at a loss as to what the next question 
should be. I might resolve it by asking you, Is there any person in 
being that would know ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. I don’t know that. I might say this which might 
help a little: Secretary Weeks indicated last year that he was giving 
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a great deal of consideration to the problem and I assume that that 
has continued at least at staff level in the Department of Commerce, 
I don’t know. j 

Senator Kerr. Now, Secretary Weeks is not a personality that had 
the continuity, and I am sure that the new Secretary is aware of the 
problem. I would hope that he would be aware of the fact that there 
will be men on this committee who desire to question him on that. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand that you are going to recess after this 
witness’ examination has been completed until a future date at which 
it is your hope that the Secretary will be here. I for one would hope 
that he would be in a position to at least. be able to answer the ques- 
tions that I was asking in some other words than the ones you used. 

Mr. TatuAmy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you. 

Can you tell us if there are any States which are finding it difficult 
to raise their 10 percent of the funds? 

Mr. Taxuamy. I find that there are some States that are having 
difficulty in doing that and at the same time with their present financ- 
ing carrying on their own 100 percent State program. There is no 
question in my mind but what the States will match the Federal aid 
that is available. They are not going to lose that as indicated before. 

But in order to carry on their own program, as well as the proper 
level, some States are going to require the additional funds. 

Senator McNamara. You think that they are in a position where 
they are going to require them in the near future so that there will be 
oe participation in the program ? 

r. 


Tatiamy. I am certain they will participate in the program. 
Senator Kerr. Difficult though it may be? 
Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 
Senator McNamara, Are there any further questions? Thanks very 
much. As previously indicated, we propase to recess these en 
: inte e 


now for perhaps a week or 10 days rested parties will 
notified as to the date when we resume. Thank you for your patience 
and your detailed reports. We appreciate it very much. 

Mr. Tattamy. Thank you very much. 

Senator McNamara. This subcommittee stands adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the subcommittee adjourned sub- 
ject to call of the Chair.) 
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